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TEXT: The President of the United States should restrict targets of targeted killing operations using pilotless aircraft units outside declared zones of conflict to individuals identified as leaders of transnational organizations with direct involvement in past or ongoing violent operations against the United States

Executive action solves and avoids politics

Sovacool 9 Dr. Benjamin K. Sovacool 2009 is a Research Fellow in the Energy Governance Program at the Centre on Asia and Globalization., Kelly E. Sovacool is a Senior Research Associate at the Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy at the National University of SingaporeArticle: Preventing National Electricity-Water Crisis Areas in the United States, Columbia Journal of Environmental Law  2009  34 Colum. J. Envtl. L. 333

¶ Executive Orders also save time in a second sense.  The President does not have to expend scarce political capital trying to persuade Congress to adopt his or her proposal. Executive Orders thus save ¶ ¶ presidential attention for other topics.  Executive Orders bypass congressional debate and opposition, along with all of the horsetrading and compromise such legislative activity entails.¶ ¶ 292¶ ¶ Speediness of implementation can be especially important when challenges require rapid and decisive action.  After the September ¶ ¶ 11, 2001 attacks on the Pentagon and World Trade Center, for ¶ ¶ instance, the Bush Administration almost immediately passed ¶ ¶ Executive Orders forcing airlines to reinforce cockpit doors and ¶ ¶ freezing the U.S. based assets of individuals and organizations ¶ ¶ involved with terrorist groups.¶ ¶ 293¶ ¶   These actions took Congress ¶ ¶ nearly four months to debate  and subsequently endorse with ¶ ¶ legislation.  Executive Orders therefore enable presidents to ¶ ¶ rapidly change law without having to wait for congressional action ¶ ¶ or agency regulatory rulemaking.
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Obama’s push ensures compromise to avoid default 

Kuhnenhenn 9/8

Jim, “Issues test Obama’s persuasion, mobilizing skills”, http://www.salon.com/2013/09/08/issues_test_obamas_persuasion_mobilizing_skills/,  

Win or lose, Obama and lawmakers then would run headlong into a debate over the budget.¶ Congress will have a limited window to continue government operations before the new budget year begins Oct. 1.¶ Congressional leaders probably will agree to hold spending at current budget levels for about two months or three months. That would delay a confrontation with the White House and pair a debate over 2014 spending levels with the government’s need to raise its current $16.7 trillion borrowing limit. The Treasury says the government will hit that ceiling in mid-October.¶ Obama has been adamant that he will not negotiate over the debt limit. He says a similar faceoff in 2011 hurt the economy and caused Standard & Poors to lower its rating of the nation’s debt, which made it more expensive to borrow.¶ White House officials say they ultimately have leverage because they believe Republicans would be punished politically for playing brinkmanship and threatening the nation with a default.¶ The White House is counting on pressure from traditional Republican allies, particularly in the business sector. “It is insane not to raise the debt ceiling,” U.S. Chamber of Commerce President Thomas Donohue said last week on C-SPAN. Donohue pledged to find primary challengers against lawmakers who threaten a default.

Drones are politically popular

Smithson, 12

(S, witer for the Washington Times, "Drones over U.S. get OK by Congress", Feb 7, www.washingtontimes.com/news/2012/feb/7/coming-to-a-sky-near-you/?page=all NL)
Look! Up in the sky! Is it a bird? Is it a plane? It’s … a drone, and it’s watching you. That’s what privacy advocates fear from a bill Congress passed this week to make it easier for the government to fly unmanned spy planes in U.S. airspace. The FAA Reauthorization Act, which President Obama is expected to sign, also orders the Federal Aviation Administration to develop regulations for the testing and licensing of commercial drones by 2015. Privacy advocates say the measure will lead to widespread use of drones for electronic surveillance by police agencies across the country and eventually by private companies as well. “There are serious policy questions on the horizon about privacy and surveillance, by both government agencies and commercial entities,” said Steven Aftergood, who heads the Project on Government Secrecy at the Federation of American Scientists. The Electronic Frontier Foundation also is “concerned about the implications for surveillance by government agencies,” said attorney Jennifer Lynch. The provision in the legislation is the fruit of “a huge push by lawmakers and the defense sector to expand the use of drones” in American airspace, she added. According to some estimates, the commercial drone market in the United States could be worth hundreds of millions of dollars once the FAA clears their use. The agency projects that 30,000 drones could be in the nation’s skies by 2020. The highest-profile use of drones by the United States has been in the CIA’s armed Predator-drone program, which targets al Qaeda terrorist leaders. But the vast majority of U.S. drone missions, even in war zones, are flown for surveillance. Some drones are as small as model aircraft, while others have the wingspan of a full-size jet. In Afghanistan, the U.S. use of drone surveillance has grown so rapidly that it has created a glut of video material to be analyzed. The legislation would order the FAA, before the end of the year, to expedite the process through which it authorizes the use of drones by federal, state and local police and other agencies. The FAA currently issues certificates, which can cover multiple flights by more than one aircraft in a particular area, on a case-by-case basis. The Department of Homeland Security is the only federal agency to discuss openly its use of drones in domestic airspace. U.S. Customs and Border Protection, an agency within the department, operates nine drones, variants of the CIA’s feared Predator. The aircraft, which are flown remotely by a team of 80 fully qualified pilots, are used principally for border and counternarcotics surveillance under four long-term FAA certificates. Officials say they can be used on a short-term basis for a variety of other public-safety and emergency-management missions if a separate certificate is issued for that mission. “It’s not all about surveillance,” Mr. Aftergood said. Homeland Security has deployed drones to support disaster relief operations. Unmanned aircraft also could be useful for fighting fires or finding missing climbers or hikers, he added. The FAA has issued hundreds of certificates to police and other government agencies, and a handful to research institutions to allow them to fly drones of various kinds over the United States for particular missions. The agency said it issued 313 certificates in 2011 and 295 of them were still active at the end of the year, but the FAA refuses to disclose which agencies have the certificates and what their purposes are. The Electronic Frontier Foundation is suing the FAA to obtain records of the certifications. “We need a list so we can ask [each agency], ‘What are your policies on drone use? How do you protect privacy? How do you ensure compliance with the Fourth Amendment?’ ” Ms. Lynch said. “Currently, the only barrier to the routine use of drones for persistent surveillance are the procedural requirements imposed by the FAA for the issuance of certificates,” said Amie Stepanovich, national security counsel for the Electronic Privacy Information Center, a research center in Washington. The Department of Transportation, the parent agency of the FAA, has announced plans to streamline the certification process for government drone flights this year, she said. “We are looking at our options” to oppose that, she added. Section 332 of the new FAA legislation also orders the agency to develop a system for licensing commercial drone flights as part of the nation’s air traffic control system by 2015. The agency must establish six flight ranges across the country where drones can be test-flown to determine whether they are safe for travel in congested skies. Representatives of the fast-growing unmanned aircraft systems industry say they worked hard to get the provisions into law. “It sets deadlines for the integration of [the drones] into the national airspace,” said Gretchen West, executive vice president of the Association for Unmanned Vehicle Systems International, an industry group. She said drone technology is new to the FAA. The legislation, which provides several deadlines for the FAA to report progress to Congress, “will move the [drones] issue up their list of priorities,” Ms. West said.
Syria speech freed up Obama’s attention for debt talks – PC is key and finite  

Bohan 9/11 

Caren, “Delay in Syria vote frees Obama to shift to hefty domestic agenda”, http://carnegieeurope.eu/strategiceurope/?fa=52932,  

(Reuters) - Putting off a decision on military strikes on Syria allows President Barack Obama to shift his attention back to a weighty domestic agenda for the fall that includes budget fights, immigration and selecting a new chairman of the Federal Reserve.¶ Obama and his aides have immersed themselves for a week and a half in an intensive effort to win support in Congress for U.S. military action in Syria after a suspected chemical weapons attack last month killed more than 1,400 people.¶ But the effort, which included meetings by Obama on Capitol Hill on Tuesday followed by his televised speech to Americans, seemed headed for an embarrassing defeat, with large numbers of both Democrats and Republicans expressing opposition.¶ The push for a vote on Syria - which has now been delayed - had threatened to crowd out the busy legislative agenda for the final three months of 2013 and drain Obama's political clout, making it harder for him to press his priorities.¶ But analysts said a proposal floated by Russia, which the Obama administration is now exploring, to place Syria's weapons under international control may allow Obama to emerge from a difficult dilemma with minimal political damage.¶ "He dodges a tough political situation this way," said John Pitney, professor of politics at Claremont McKenna College in California.¶ Pitney said the delay in the Syria vote removes a big burden for Obama, given that Americans, who overwhelmingly opposed military intervention in Syria, will now be able to shift their attention to other matters.¶ He said Obama could suffer some weakening of his leverage with Congress. The administration's "full court press" to try to persuade lawmakers to approve military force on Syria was heavily criticized and did not yield much success.¶ "He probably has suffered some damage in Congress because there are probably many people on (Capitol Hill) who have increasing doubts about the basic competence of the administration and that's a disadvantage in any kind of negotiation," Pitney said.¶ BUDGET BATTLES¶ Among Obama's most immediate challenges are two looming budget fights. By September 30, Congress and the president must agree on legislation to keep federal agencies funded or face a government shutdown.¶ Two weeks later, Congress must raise the limit on the country's ability to borrow or risk a possible debt default that could cause chaos in financial markets.¶ On the first budget showdown, Obama may be at a strategic advantage because of divisions among opposition Republicans about whether to use the spending bill to provoke a fight over Obama's signature health care law, known as Obamacare.¶ House Republican leaders are trying to rally the party around a temporary spending measure that would keep the government funded until December 15 but are facing resistance within their own caucus from some conservatives who want to cut off funding for Obamacare, even if it means a government shutdown.¶ The debt limit fight could end up going down to the wire and unnerving financial markets. Republicans want to use that standoff to extract concessions from the Democratic president, such as spending cuts and a delay in the health law. But Obama has said he has no intention of negotiating over the borrowing limit.
Failure to raise the debt ceiling ensures collapse of the global economy, U.S. economic leadership, and free trade 

Davidson 9/10 

Adam, co-founder of NPR’s “Planet Money,” a podcast and blog, “Our Debt to Society”, http://www.nytimes.com/2013/09/15/magazine/our-debt-to-society.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0,  

If the debt ceiling isn’t lifted again this fall, some serious financial decisions will have to be made. Perhaps the government can skimp on its foreign aid or furlough all of NASA, but eventually the big-ticket items, like Social Security and Medicare, will have to be cut. At some point, the government won’t be able to pay interest on its bonds and will enter what’s known as sovereign default, the ultimate national financial disaster achieved by countries like Zimbabwe, Ecuador and Argentina (and now Greece). In the case of the United States, though, it won’t be an isolated national crisis. If the American government can’t stand behind the dollar, the world’s benchmark currency, then the global financial system will very likely enter a new era in which there is much less trade and much less economic growth. It would be, by most accounts, the largest self-imposed financial disaster in history.¶ Nearly everyone involved predicts that someone will blink before this disaster occurs. Yet a small number of House Republicans (one political analyst told me it’s no more than 20) appear willing to see what happens if the debt ceiling isn’t raised — at least for a bit. This could be used as leverage to force Democrats to drastically cut government spending and eliminate President Obama’s signature health-care-reform plan. In fact, Representative Tom Price, a Georgia Republican, told me that the whole problem could be avoided if the president agreed to drastically cut spending and lower taxes. Still, it is hard to put this act of game theory into historic context. Plenty of countries — and some cities, like Detroit — have defaulted on their financial obligations, but only because their governments ran out of money to pay their bills. No wealthy country has ever voluntarily decided — in the middle of an economic recovery, no less — to default. And there’s certainly no record of that happening to the country that controls the global reserve currency.¶ Like many, I assumed a self-imposed U.S. debt crisis might unfold like most involuntary ones. If the debt ceiling isn’t raised by X-Day, I figured, the world’s investors would begin to see America as an unstable investment and rush to sell their Treasury bonds. The U.S. government, desperate to hold on to investment, would then raise interest rates far higher, hurtling up rates on credit cards, student loans, mortgages and corporate borrowing — which would effectively put a clamp on all trade and spending. The U.S. economy would collapse far worse than anything we’ve seen in the past several years.¶ Instead, Robert Auwaerter, head of bond investing for Vanguard, the world’s largest mutual-fund company, told me that the collapse might be more insidious. “You know what happens when the market gets upset?” he said. “There’s a flight to quality. Investors buy Treasury bonds. It’s a bit perverse.” In other words, if the U.S. comes within shouting distance of a default (which Auwaerter is confident won’t happen), the world’s investors — absent a safer alternative, given the recent fates of the euro and the yen — might actually buy even more Treasury bonds. Indeed, interest rates would fall and the bond markets would soar.¶ While this possibility might not sound so bad, it’s really far more damaging than the apocalyptic one I imagined. Rather than resulting in a sudden crisis, failure to raise the debt ceiling would lead to a slow bleed. Scott Mather, head of the global portfolio at Pimco, the world’s largest private bond fund, explained that while governments and institutions might go on a U.S.-bond buying frenzy in the wake of a debt-ceiling panic, they would eventually recognize that the U.S. government was not going through an odd, temporary bit of insanity. They would eventually conclude that it had become permanently less reliable. Mather imagines institutional investors and governments turning to a basket of currencies, putting their savings in a mix of U.S., European, Canadian, Australian and Japanese bonds. Over the course of decades, the U.S. would lose its unique role in the global economy.¶ The U.S. benefits enormously from its status as global reserve currency and safe haven. Our interest and mortgage rates are lower; companies are able to borrow money to finance their new products more cheaply. As a result, there is much more economic activity and more wealth in America than there would be otherwise. If that status erodes, the U.S. economy’s peaks will be lower and recessions deeper; future generations will have fewer job opportunities and suffer more when the economy falters. And, Mather points out, no other country would benefit from America’s diminished status. When you make the base risk-free asset more risky, the entire global economy becomes riskier and costlier.

Nuclear war

Khalilzad ’11 Zalmay was the United States ambassador to Afghanistan, Iraq, and the United Nations during the presidency of George W. Bush and the director of policy planning at the Defense Department from 1990 to 1992, “ The Economy and National Security”, 2-8-11, http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/print/259024,  

Today, economic and fiscal trends pose the most severe long-term threat to the United States’ position as global leader. While the United States suffers from fiscal imbalances and low economic growth, the economies of rival powers are developing rapidly. The continuation of these two trends could lead to a shift from American primacy toward a multi-polar global system, leading in turn to increased geopolitical rivalry and even war among the great powers. The current recession is the result of a deep financial crisis, not a mere fluctuation in the business cycle. Recovery is likely to be protracted. The crisis was preceded by the buildup over two decades of enormous amounts of debt throughout the U.S. economy — ultimately totaling almost 350 percent of GDP — and the development of credit-fueled asset bubbles, particularly in the housing sector. When the bubbles burst, huge amounts of wealth were destroyed, and unemployment rose to over 10 percent. The decline of tax revenues and massive countercyclical spending put the U.S. government on an unsustainable fiscal path. Publicly held national debt rose from 38 to over 60 percent of GDP in three years. Without faster economic growth and actions to reduce deficits, publicly held national debt is projected to reach dangerous proportions. If interest rates were to rise significantly, annual interest payments — which already are larger than the defense budget — would crowd out other spending or require substantial tax increases that would undercut economic growth. Even worse, if unanticipated events trigger what economists call a “sudden stop” in credit markets for U.S. debt, the United States would be unable to roll over its outstanding obligations, precipitating a sovereign-debt crisis that would almost certainly compel a radical retrenchment of the United States internationally. Such scenarios would reshape the international order. It was the economic devastation of Britain and France during World War II, as well as the rise of other powers, that led both countries to relinquish their empires. In the late 1960s, British leaders concluded that they lacked the economic capacity to maintain a presence “east of Suez.” Soviet economic weakness, which crystallized under Gorbachev, contributed to their decisions to withdraw from Afghanistan, abandon Communist regimes in Eastern Europe, and allow the Soviet Union to fragment. If the U.S. debt problem goes critical, the United States would be compelled to retrench, reducing its military spending and shedding international commitments. We face this domestic challenge while other major powers are experiencing rapid economic growth. Even though countries such as China, India, and Brazil have profound political, social, demographic, and economic problems, their economies are growing faster than ours, and this could alter the global distribution of power. These trends could in the long term produce a multi-polar world. If U.S. policymakers fail to act and other powers continue to grow, it is not a question of whether but when a new international order will emerge. The closing of the gap between the United States and its rivals could intensify geopolitical competition among major powers, increase incentives for local powers to play major powers against one another, and undercut our will to preclude or respond to international crises because of the higher risk of escalation. The stakes are high. In modern history, the longest period of peace among the great powers has been the era of U.S. leadership. By contrast, multi-polar systems have been unstable, with their competitive dynamics resulting in frequent crises and major wars among the great powers. Failures of multi-polar international systems produced both world wars. American retrenchment could have devastating consequences. Without an American security blanket, regional powers could rearm in an attempt to balance against emerging threats. Under this scenario, there would be a heightened possibility of arms races, miscalculation, or other crises spiraling into all-out conflict. Alternatively, in seeking to accommodate the stronger powers, weaker powers may shift their geopolitical posture away from the United States. Either way, hostile states would be emboldened to make aggressive moves in their regions.
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Security is psychological before it is political---scenarios for war and conflict are no more than products of our own paranoia that project our violent impulses onto the other---the aff’s ignorance of our own contributions to the threats of the 1AC absolves us of our responsibility in creating the problem in the first place---turns case

Mack 91 John E. Mack is a Doctor of Psychiatry and a professor at Harvard University, “The Enemy System” http://www.johnemackinstitute.org/eJournal/article.asp?id=23 *Gender modified

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. 

Identity is inherently fractured---their identification of external scenarios for conflict is no more than an attempt to situate our identity in opposition to everything that “they,” the demonized enemy, as an attempt to de-fracture the self---this makes conflict inevitable

Hollander 3 professor of Latin American history and women's studies at California State University "A Psychoanalytic Perspective on the Politics of Terror:In the Aftermath of 9/11" www.estadosgerais.org/mundial_rj/download/FLeitor_NHollander_ingl.pdf

In this sense, then, 9-11 has symbolically constituted a relief in the sense of a decrease in the persecutory anxiety provoked by living in a culture undergoing a deterioration from within.  The implosion reflects the economic and social trends I described briefly above and  has been manifest in many related symptoms, including the erosion of family and community, the corruption of government in league with the wealthy and powerful, the abandonment of working people by profit-driven corporations going international, urban plight, a drug-addicted youth, a violence addicted media reflecting and motivating an escalating real-world violence,  the corrosion of  civic participation by a decadent democracy, a spiritually bereft culture held prisoner to the almighty consumer ethic,  racial discrimination, misogyny, gaybashing,  growing numbers of families joining the homeless,  and environmental devastation.  Was this not lived as a kind of societal suicide--an ongoing assault, an aggressive attack—against life and emotional well-being waged from within against the societal self? In this sense, 9/11 permitted a respite from the sense of internal decay by inadvertently stimulating a renewed vitality via a reconfiguration of political and psychological forces: tensions within this country—between the “haves-mores” and “have-lesses,” as well as between the defenders and critics of the status quo, yielded to a wave of nationalism in which a united people--Americans all--stood as one against external aggression. At the same time, the generosity, solidarity and selfsacrifice expressed by Americans toward one another reaffirmed our sense of ourselves as capable of achieving the “positive” depressive position sentiments of love and empathy. Fractured social relations were symbolically repaired. The enemy- -the threat to our integrity as a nation and, in D. W. Winnicott’s terms, to our sense of going on being--was no longer the web of complex internal forces so difficult to understand and change, but a simple and identifiable enemy from outside of us, clearly marked by their difference, their foreignness and their uncanny and unfathomable “uncivilized” pre-modern character. The societal relief came with the projection of aggressive impulses onto an easily dehumanized external enemy, where they could be justifiably attacked and destroyed. This country’s response to 9/11, then, in part demonstrates how persecutory anxiety is more easily dealt with in individuals and in groups when it is experienced as being provoked from the outside rather than from internal sources. As Hanna Segal9 has argued (IJP, 1987), groups often tend to be narcissistic, self-idealizing, and paranoid in relation to other groups and to shield themselves from knowledge about the reality of their own aggression, which of necessity is projected into an enemy-- real or imagined--so that it can be demeaned, held in contempt and then attacked. In this regard, 9/11 permitted a new discourse to arise about what is fundamentally wrong in the world: indeed, the anti-terrorism rhetoric and policies of the U.S. government functioned for a period to overshadow the anti-globalization movement that has identified the fundamental global conflict to be between on the one hand the U.S. and other governments in the First World, transnational corporations, and powerful international financial institutions, and on the other, workers’ struggles, human rights organizations and environmental movements throughout the world. The new discourse presents the fundamental conflict in the world as one between civilization and fundamentalist terrorism. But this “civilization” is a wolf in sheep’s clothing, and those who claim to represent it reveal the kind of splitting Segal describes: a hyperbolic idealization of themselves and their culture and a projection of all that is bad, including the consequences of the terrorist underbelly of decades long U.S. foreign policy in the Middle East and Asia, onto the denigrated other, who must be annihilated. The U.S. government, tainted for years by its ties to powerful transnational corporate interests, has recreated itself as the nationalistic defender of the American people. In the process, patriotism has kidnapped citizens’ grief and mourning and militarism has high jacked people’s fears and anxieties, converting them into a passive consensus for an increasingly authoritarian government’s domestic and foreign policies. The defensive significance of this new discourse has to do with another theme related to death anxiety as well: the threat of species annihilation that people have lived with since the U.S. dropped atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki.  Segal argues that the leaders of the U.S. as well as other countries with nuclear capabilities, have disavowed their own aggressive motivations as they developed10 weapons of mass destruction.  The distortion of language throughout the Cold War, such as “deterrence,” “flexible response,” Mutual Assured Destruction”, “rational nuclear war,” “Strategic Defense Initiative” has served to deny the aggressive nature of the arms race (p. 8) and “to disguise from ourselves and others the horror of a nuclear war and our own part in making it possible or more likely” (pp. 8-9).  Although the policy makers’ destructiveness can be hidden from their respective populations and justified for “national security” reasons, Segal believes that such denial only increases reliance on projective mechanisms and stimulates paranoia. 

Vote negative to interrogate cycles of enemy creation—this can create a fissure in dominant narratives that make war inevitable 

Byles 3—English, U Cyprus Joanna, Psychoanalysis and War: The Superego and Projective Identification, http://www.clas.ufl.edu/ipsa/journal/articles/art_byles01.shtml
It is here of course that language plays an important role in imagining the other, the other within the self, and the other as self, as well as the enormously influential visual images each group can have of the other. In the need to emphasize similarity in difference, both verbal and visual metaphor can play a meaningful role in creating a climate for peaceful understanding, and this is where literature, especially the social world of the drama and of film, but also the more private world of poetry, can be immensely significant. Of course not all literature is equally transparent. In conclusion, war, in all its manifestations, is a phenomenon put into action by individuals who have been politicized as a group to give and receive violent death, to appropriate the enemy's land, homes, women, children, and goods, and perhaps to lose their own. As we have seen, in wartime the splitting of the self and other into friend and enemy enormously relieves the normal psychic tension caused by human ambivalence when love and hate find two separate objects of attention. Hence the .soldier's and terrorist's willingness to sacrifice her/his life for "a just cause," which may be a Nation, a Group, or a Leader with whom he has close emotional ties and identity. I n this way s/he does not feel guilty: the destructive impulses, mobilised by her/his own superego, together with that of the social superego, have projected the guilt s/he might feel at killing strangers onto the enemy. In other words, the charging of the enemy with guilt by which the superego of the State mobilizes the individual's superego seems to be of fundamental importance in escaping the sense of guilt which war provokes in those engaged in the killing; yet the mobilization of superego activities can still involve the individual's self-punitive mechanisms, even though most of his/her guilt has been projected onto the enemy in the name of his own civilization and culture. As we all know, this guilt can become a problem at the end of a war, leading to varying degrees of misery and mental illness. For some, the killing of an enemy and a stranger cannot be truly mourned, and there remains a blank space, an irretrievable act or event to be lived through over and over again. This dilemma is poignantly expressed in Wilfred Owen's World War One poem "Strange Meeting" the final lines of which read as follows: I am the enemy you killed, my friend. I knew you in this dark: for so you frowned Yesterday through me as you jabbed and killed. I parried; but my hands were loath and cold. Let us sleep now. ... (Owen 126) The problem for us today is how to create the psychological climate of opinion, a mentality, that will reject war, genocide, and terrorism as viable solutions to internal and external situations of conflict; to recognize our projections for what they are: dangerously irresponsible psychic acts based on superego hatred and violence. We must challenge the way in which the State superego can manipulate our responses in its own interests, even take away our subjectivities. We should acknowledge and learn to displace the violence in ourselves in socially harmless ways, getting rid of our fears and anxieties of the other and of difference by relating and identifying with the other and thus creating the serious desire to live together in a peaceful world. What seems to be needed is for the superego to regain its developmental role of mitigating omniscient protective identification by ensuring an intact, integrated object world, a world that will be able to contain unconscious fears, hatred, and anxieties without the need for splitting and projection. As Bion has pointed out, omnipotence replaces thinking and omniscience replaces learning. We must learn to link our internal and external worlds so as to act as a container of the other's fears and anxieties, and thus in turn to encourage the other to reciprocate as a container of our hatreds and fears. If war represents cultural formations that in turn represent objectifications of the psyche via the super-ego of the individual and of the State, then perhaps we can reformulate these psychic social mechanisms of projection and superego aggression. Here, that old peace-time ego and the reparative component of the individual and State superego will have to play a large part. The greater the clash of cultural formations for example, Western Modernism and Islamic Fundamentalism the more urgent the need. "The knowledge now most worth having" is an authentic way of internalizing what it is we understand about war and international terrorism that will liberate us from the history of our collective traumatic past and the imperatives it has imposed on us. The inner psychic world of the individual has an enormously important adaptive role to play here in developing mechanisms of protective identification not as a means of damaging and destroying the other, but as a means of empathy, of containing the other, and in turn being contained. These changes may be evolutionary rather than revolutionary, gradual ratherthan speedy. Peace and dare I say it contentment are not just an absence of war, but a state of mind. Furthermore, we should learn not to project too much into our group, and our nation, for this allows the group to tyrannize us, so that we follow like lost sheep. But speaking our minds takes courage because groups do not like open dissenters. These radical psychic changes may be evolutionary rather than revolutionary, gradual rather than speedy; however, my proposition that understanding the other so that we can reduce her/his motivation to kill requires urgent action. Peace is not just an absence of war, but a state of mind and, most importantly, a way of thinking.

Case

Pakistan

Drones low now and aren’t killing many civilians

Cahall 13 Bailey, research associate with the National Security Studies Program at the New America Foundation, July 2nd 2013, New report says CIA drone strikes in Pakistan at an all-time low, afpak.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2013/07/02/report_cia_drone_strikes_in_pakistan_at_all_time_low

A new report released by the Bureau of Investigative Journalism on Monday notes that the number of reported civilian deaths caused by the CIA's drone campaign in Pakistan is at an all-time low (ET).  The drone strikes are at their lowest level since early 2008, and the average number of people killed in each strike has also fallen sharply over the last few years.  Similar data from the New America Foundation shows that, to date, there have been 13 drone strikes in Pakistan and 82 people have been killed, down from the record 122 strikes and 849 people killed in 2010.  Peter Bergen and Jennifer Rowland have written repeatedly about the sharply falling civilian casualty rate for the past year on CNN.com. 

Drones irrelevant to Pakistan stability- multiple alternatives cause. 

Javaid ’11 Umbreen, Director Center of Asian Studies & Chairperson Department of political science University of Punjab, “Thriving Fundamentalism and Militancy in Pakistan An Analytical Overview of their Impact on the Society,” South Asian Studies, Vol. 26 No. 1. Pg. 16-17


 ‘The recent increase of violence by jihadi groups, including suicide bombing of ¶ innocent bystanders as well attacks on the police and military, has perhaps brought ¶ more Pakistanis to consider how to strike a new balance between Islam and ¶ politics’ (Oldenburg, 2010: 158). ‘The Pakistani people also need to change their ¶ attitude, especially their outlook on religion. Suffered with anti-Americanism and ¶ religious fervor, Pakistanis are filtering their worldview through the prism of ¶ religion and the tensions between Islam and the West, making them to the radical ¶ propaganda and paralyzing their will to act against forces of extremism’ (Hussain, ¶ 2009: 11). 
mbreen Javaid Thriving Fundamentalism and ¶ 17¶ It is not only the task of the government to control this growing ¶ fundamentalism but the whole society needs to completely shun off these ¶ extremists. The political parties, intellectuals, sectarian and religious parties and ¶ the masses all have to openly condemn the extremists, so that they do not find any ¶ space to flourish. ‘Much still needs to be done on the home front curb religious ¶ zealotry and sectarianism, policies towards minorities, revision of school curricula, ¶ reconstructing ‘official’ history, promotion of universal education, and ¶ overhauling of the madrassah system’ (Niaz, 2011: 181). The best way to curtail the thriving fundamentalism in Pakistan is to look ¶ deeply into its causes. The whole society and especially the government needs to ¶ put in serious efforts in controlling on checking the causes if not diminishing ¶ them. It should also be understand that the issue of fundamentalism is very ¶ complex which entails number of factors which are playing their part. These ¶ include economic disparity, lack of education, religious ignorance, unemployment, ¶ extremism, judicial system, poor governance, ethnicity and sectarianism, ¶ corruption and alignment with United States, each of these have played their role ¶ separately and also a combined mix of all in flourishing militant fundamentalism ¶ in Pakistan. To control fundamentalism is not an easy task especially when it is ¶ now combined with militancy. Another major challenge for the government is that ¶ earlier the various militant extremist groups were operating separately and had ¶ divergent aims and objectives from each other but lately various local groups, AlQaeda and Taliban have all joined hands and helping each other irrespective of ¶ their particular objectives. These alignments have made these militant groups more ¶ lethal, thus making things more difficult for the government. ¶ Militant fundamentalism not only has the ability to destabilize Pakistan but it ¶ can, if not controlled, bring about serious security concerns for the region and also ¶ towards the global security and peace.

Drones are key to decimating Al-Qaeda

Byman 13 Daniel Byman, professor in the Security Studies Program of Georgetown University's School of Foreign Service, “Why Drones Work” July/August 2013 Foreign Affairs http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/139453/daniel-byman/why-drones-work

Despite President Barack Obama’s recent call to reduce the United States’ reliance on drones, they will likely remain his administration’s weapon of choice. Whereas President George W. Bush oversaw fewer than 50 drone strikes during his tenure, Obama has signed off on over 400 of them in the last four years, making the program the centerpiece of U.S. counterterrorism strategy. The drones have done their job remarkably well: by killing key leaders and denying terrorists sanctuaries in Pakistan, Yemen, and, to a lesser degree, Somalia, drones have devastated al Qaeda and associated anti-American militant groups. And they have done so at little financial cost, at no risk to U.S. forces, and with fewer civilian casualties than many alternative methods would have caused.

Critics, however, remain skeptical. They claim that drones kill thousands of innocent civilians, alienate allied governments, anger foreign publics, illegally target Americans, and set a dangerous precedent that irresponsible governments will abuse. Some of these criticisms are valid; others, less so. In the end, drone strikes remain a necessary instrument of counterterrorism. The United States simply cannot tolerate terrorist safe havens in remote parts of Pakistan and elsewhere, and drones offer a comparatively low-risk way of targeting these areas while minimizing collateral damage.

Executive flex key to solve nuclear terrorism
Royal 11 JOHN PAUL ROYAL, Institute of World Politics, “War Powers and the Age of Terrorism,” Center for the Study of the Presidency & Congress The Fellows Review http://www.thepresidency.org/storage/Fellows2011/Royal-_Final_Paper.pdf

The international system itself and national security challenges to the United States in particular, underwent rapid and significant change in the first decade of the twenty-first century. War can no longer be thought about strictly in the terms of the system and tradition created by the Treaty of Westphalia over three and a half centuries ago. Non-state actors now possess a level of destructiveness formerly enjoyed only by nation states. Global terrorism, coupled with the threat of weapons of mass destruction developed organically or obtained from rogue regimes, presents new challenges to U.S. national security and place innovative demands on the Constitution’s system of making war. 

In the past, as summarized in the 9/11 Commission Report, threats emerged due to hostile actions taken by enemy states and their ability to muster large enough forces to wage war: “Threats emerged slowly, often visibly, as weapons were forged, armies conscripted, and units trained and moved into place. Because large states were more powerful, they also had more to lose. They could be deterred" (National Commission 2004, 362). This mindset assumed that peace was the default state for American national security. 
Today however, we know that threats can emerge quickly. Terrorist organizations half-way around the world are able to wield weapons of unparalleled destructive power. These attacks are more difficult to detect and deter due to their unconventional and asymmetrical nature. In light of these new asymmetric threats and the resultant changes to the international system, peace can no longer be considered the default state of American national security. 

Many have argued that the Constitution permits the president to use unilateral action only in response to an imminent direct attack on the United States. In the emerging security environment described above, pre-emptive action taken by the executive branch may be needed more often than when nation-states were the principal threat to American national interests. Here again, the 9/11 Commission Report is instructive as it considers the possibility of pre-emptive force utilized over large geographic areas due to the diffuse nature of terrorist networks: 

In this sense, 9/11 has taught us that terrorism against American interests “over there” should be regarded just as we regard terrorism against America “over here.” In this sense, the American homeland is the planet (National Commission 2004, 362). 

Furthermore, the report explicitly describes the global nature of the threat and the global mission that must take place to address it. Its first strategic policy recommendation against terrorism states that the: 

U.S. government must identify and prioritize actual or potential terrorist sanctuaries. For each, it should have a realistic strategy to keep possible terrorists insecure and on the run, using all elements of national power (National Commission 2004, 367). 

Thus, fighting continues against terrorists in Afghanistan, Yemen, Iraq, Pakistan, the Philippines, and beyond, as we approach the tenth anniversary of the September 11, 2001 attacks. 

Proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), especially nuclear weapons, into the hands of these terrorists is the most dangerous threat to the United States. We know from the 9/11 Commission Report that Al Qaeda has attempted to make and obtain nuclear weapons for at least the past fifteen years. Al Qaeda considers the acquisition of weapons of mass destruction to be a religious obligation while “more than two dozen other terrorist groups are pursing CBRN [chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear] materials” (National Commission 2004, 397). Considering these statements, rogue regimes that are openly hostile to the United States and have or seek to develop nuclear weapons capability such as North Korea and Iran, or extremely unstable nuclear countries such as Pakistan, pose a special threat to American national security interests. These nations were not necessarily a direct threat to the United States in the past. Now, however, due to proliferation of nuclear weapons and missile technology, they can inflict damage at considerably higher levels and magnitudes than in the past. In addition, these regimes may pursue proliferation of nuclear weapons and missile technology to other nations and to allied terrorist organizations. 

The United States must pursue condign punishment and appropriate, rapid action against hostile terrorist organizations, rogue nation states, and nuclear weapons proliferation threats in order to protect American interests both at home and abroad. Combating these threats are the “top national security priority for the United States…with the full support of Congress, both major political parties, the media, and the American people” (National Commission 2004, 361). Operations may take the form of pre-emptive and sustained action against those who have expressed hostility or declared war on the United States. Only the executive branch can effectively execute this mission, authorized by the 2001 AUMF. If the national consensus or the nature of the threat changes, Congress possesses the intrinsic power to rescind and limit these powers. 

Best data proves drones are successful 

Byman 13 Daniel Byman, professor in the Security Studies Program of Georgetown University's School of Foreign Service, “Why Drones Work” July/August 2013 Foreign Affairs http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/139453/daniel-byman/why-drones-work

The Obama administration relies on drones for one simple reason: they work. According to data compiled by the New America Foundation, since Obama has been in the White House, U.S. drones have killed an estimated 3,300 al Qaeda, Taliban, and other jihadist operatives in Pakistan and Yemen. That number includes over 50 senior leaders of al Qaeda and the Taliban -- top figures who are not easily replaced. In 2010, Osama bin Laden warned his chief aide, Atiyah Abd al-Rahman, who was later killed by a drone strike in the Waziristan region of Pakistan in 2011, that when experienced leaders are eliminated, the result is “the rise of lower leaders who are not as experienced as the former leaders” and who are prone to errors and miscalculations. And drones also hurt terrorist organizations when they eliminate operatives who are lower down on the food chain but who boast special skills: passport forgers, bomb makers, recruiters, and fundraisers.

Drones have also undercut terrorists’ ability to communicate and to train new recruits. In order to avoid attracting drones, al Qaeda and Taliban operatives try to avoid using electronic devices or gathering in large numbers. A tip sheet found among jihadists in Mali advised militants to “maintain complete silence of all wireless contacts” and “avoid gathering in open areas.” Leaders, however, cannot give orders when they are incommunicado, and training on a large scale is nearly impossible when a drone strike could wipe out an entire group of new recruits. Drones have turned al Qaeda’s command and training structures into a liability, forcing the group to choose between having no leaders and risking dead leaders.

Drones key to dismantling terrorist safe havens 

Byman 9 Daniel Byman, director of the Center for Peace and Security Studies at Georgetown University and senior fellow at the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, “Do Targeted Killings Work?” 7/14, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/07/14/do_targeted_killings_work?page=0,1 

Killing terrorist leaders is difficult, is often ineffective, and can easily backfire. Yet it is one of the United States' few options for managing the threat posed by al Qaeda from its base in tribal Pakistan. By some accounts, U.S. drone activity in Pakistan has killed dozens of lower-ranking and at least 10 mid- and high-ranking leaders from al Qaeda and the Taliban. Critics correctly find many problems with this program, most of all the number of civilian casualties the strikes have incurred. Sourcing on civilian deaths is weak and the numbers are often exaggerated, but more than 600 civilians are likely to have died from the attacks. That number suggests that for every militant killed, 10 or so civilians also died. To reduce casualties, superb intelligence is necessary. Operators must know not only where the terrorists are, but also who is with them and who might be within the blast radius. This level of surveillance may often be lacking, and terrorists' deliberate use of children and other civilians as shields make civilian deaths even more likely. Beyond the humanitarian tragedy incurred, civilian deaths create dangerous political problems. Pakistan's new democratic government is already unpopular for its corruption, favoritism, and poor governance. U.S. strikes that take a civilian toll are a further blow to its legitimacy -- and to U.S. efforts to build goodwill there. As counterterrorism expert David Kilcullen put it, "When we intervene in people's countries to chase small cells of bad guys, we end up alienating the whole country and turning them against us." And even when they work, killings are a poor second to arrests. Dead men tell no tales and thus are no help in anticipating the next attack or informing us about broader terrorist activities. So in any country with a functioning government, it is better to work with that government to seize the terrorist than to kill him outright. Arresting al Qaeda personnel in remote parts of Pakistan, however, is almost impossible today; the Pakistani government does not control many of the areas where al Qaeda is based, and a raid to seize terrorists there would probably end in the militants escaping and U.S. and allied casualties in the attempt. When arrests are impossible, what results is a terrorist haven of the sort present along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border today. Free from the threat of apprehension, terrorists have a space in which to plot, organize, train, and relax -- an extremely dangerous prospect. In such a haven, terrorist leaders can recruit hundreds or even thousands of potential fighters and, more importantly, organize them into a dangerous network. They can transform idealistic but incompetent volunteers into a lethal legion of fighters. They can also plan long-term global operations -- terrorism "spectaculars" like the September 11 attacks, which remain one of al Qaeda's goals. Killing terrorist operatives is one way to dismantle these havens. Plans are disrupted when individuals die or are wounded, as new people must be recruited and less experienced leaders take over day-to-day operations. Perhaps most importantly, organizations fearing a strike must devote increased attention to their own security because any time they communicate with other cells or issue propaganda, they may be exposing themselves to a targeted attack. Given the humanitarian and political risks, each strike needs to be carefully weighed, with the value of the target and the potential for innocent deaths factored into the equation. In addition, the broader political consequences must be evaluated; the same death toll can have vastly different political consequences depending on the context. But equally important is the risk of not striking -- and inadvertently allowing al Qaeda leaders free reign to plot terrorist mayhem.
No Central Asian War

1. Strong mutual interests and relations prevent escalation in Central Asia.
Richard Weitz 06, senior fellow and associate director of the Center for Future Security Strategies at the Hudson Institute, Summer, 2006 [Washington Quarterly, “Averting a New Great Game in Central Asia”]

Fortunately, the fact that Central Asia does not represent the most important geographic region for any external great power also works against the revival of a traditional, geopolitical great-game conflict. Russia, China, and the United States have strong reasons to cooperate in the region. Although each country has extensive goals in Central Asia, the resources they have available to pursue them are limited, given other priorities. As long as their general relations remain non-confrontational, Moscow, Beijing, and Washington are unlikely to pursue policies in a lower priority region such as Central Asia that could disrupt their overall ties. Most often, they will find it more efficient and effective to collaborate to diminish redundancies, exploit synergies, and pool funding and other scarce assets in the pursuit of common objectives. Unfounded fears or overtly competitive policies could undermine these opportunities for cooperation and should be avoided. 

2. Russia won’t get drawn in to central Asian conflicts.
Rivera 03, Assistanat Prof of Government at Hamilton, 3/22/03 (Political Science Quarterly)

Other observers, however, painted a very different picture of post-Soviet Russia and defended the Kremlin against the imperialist charge. Explicitly taking issue with many of the aforementioned authors, Stephen Sestanovich argued in 1994 that "the dominant interest now guiding Russian policy is [not intimidation or destabilization but] stability. For now, the picture of an expansionist juggernaut is--at the very least--far ahead of the facts." (6) U.S. Ambassador to Moscow Thomas Pickering similarly maintained that "charges of resurgent Russian imperialism have been overstated. ... After the Soviet Union collapsed, Moscow pursued policies--such as drastically cutting military spending--that severely limited its ability to rebuild the empire, even if it had wanted to." (7) In an overview of points of agreement and contention in U.S.--Russian relations given just prior to Bill Clinton's participation in the Moscow summit of May 1995, Pickering went even further by describing Russia's relations with its CIS neighbors as containing "some positive trends which we strongly support." In particular, the Ambassador praised Russia for its policies toward Ukraine, the Baltics, Moldova, and Nagorno-Karabakh. (8) Most dramatically, Leon Aron put the "Yeltsin revolution" in historical perspective by asserting that "not since the middle of the sixteenth century when the Russian expansion began, has there been a Russia less aggressive, less belligerent, less threatening to neighbors and the world than the Russia we see today." (9)

3. No escalation – No vital interests for great power war in Central Asia.
Richard Weitz 06, senior fellow and associate director of the Center for Future Security Strategies at the Hudson Institute, Summer, 2006 [Washington Quarterly, “Averting a New Great Game in Central Asia”]

Central Asian security affairs have become much more complex than during the original nineteenth-century great game between czarist Russia and the United Kingdom. At that time, these two governments could largely dominate local affairs, but today a variety of influential actors are involved in the region. The early 1990s witnessed a vigorous competition between Turkey and Iran for influence in Central Asia. More recently, India and Pakistan have pursued a mixture of cooperative and competitive policies in the region that have influenced and been affected by their broader relationship. The now independent Central Asian countries also invariably affect the region’s international relations as they seek to maneuver among the major China, and the United States substantially affect regional security issues, they cannot dictate outcomes the way imperial governments frequently did a century ago. Concerns about a renewed great game are thus exaggerated. The contest for influence in the region does not directly challenge the vital national interests of China, Russia, or the United States, the most important extraregional countries in Central Asian security affairs. Unless restrained, however, competitive pressures risk impeding opportunities for beneficial cooperation among these countries. The three external great powers have incentives to compete for local allies, energy resources, and military advantage, but they also share substantial interests, especially in reducing terrorism and drug trafficking. If properly aligned, the major multilateral security organizations active in Central Asia could provide opportunities for cooperative diplomacy in a region where bilateral ties traditionally have predominated. 

1NC Indo-Pak Relations Improving

Indo-Pak relations are getting stronger through new trade agreements. 

Sharma ’13 (Pranjal, Advisor at Prasar Bharati,”Sharif’s government gives boost to relations,” DNA, 7/17/2013, http://www.dnaindia.com/analysis/1862090/column-sharif-s-government-gives-boost-to-indo-pak-business-relations)
Usually when governments change, so do the economic policies of the country. In a remarkable show of maturity the recently elected government in Pakistan has decided to push ahead with economic reforms. More crucially, the Nawaz Sharif government is adding momentum to trade and investment relations between India and Pakistan. ¶ The process had begun in late 2011 with the first ever visit of the Pakistan trade minister to India. Soon after that there were business delegations while the governments on both sides encouraged changes in policy. ¶ Pakistan even accorded the MFN status to India at last as an important symbol of rising maturity on trade relations. This step aims to lower the tariffs of goods imported from India. Even India announced that it would welcome and encourage foreign direct investment from Pakistan. ¶ There was much anxiety about the future of Indo-Pak trade relations after Nawaz Sharif won the elections. The worry was that prime minister Sharif would go slow or reverse economic links since the process was initiated by his predecessor. At best he would postpone decisions that facilitate trade. And at worst, he would raise fresh barriers to cross border trade and investment. ¶ All such worries were belied. Sharif displayed great vision by fully endorsing the normalization of economic relations. ¶ Business has been quick to move ahead. A conference of leading industry heads was held in Islamabad in late June to take forward the process. Sharif met the first ever gathering of the Indo-Pakistan Joint Business Forum and urged it to work on a detailed roadmap for strengthening economic links. ¶ The joint business forum discussed agriculture and textile exports, trans-border gas pipeline, visa regime and enhancing banking processes. Other issues included air and rail connectivity to facilitate movement of professionals and goods. ¶ This private sector initiative has now moved into the next gear with the setting up of 10 teams that will identify specific steps in as many sectors. These include textile, agriculture and education where trade and transactions can begin soon. ¶ The frequency of business visits between the two countries is rising consistently. A delegation from Pakistan will soon finalise import of gas from India through a 120-km pipeline. Pakistan is ready to offer a sovereign guarantee to India’s Gail to construct the pipeline. In fact India will also export power to get Pakistan tide over its energy crisis. ¶ Moreover a company will soon be set up to begin work on bringing gas from Turkmenistan to Pakistan and India via Afghanistan. ¶ A few months ago, such developments would have been difficult to imagine. ¶ “Business and government on both sides are now working on the nitty gritty of policy changes that will remove irritants to trade,” says Sunil Kant Munjal, former president of CII and Jt MD of Hero MotoCorp who led the Indian business delegation to Pakistan. The Pakistan delegation was led by Syed Yawar Ali, chairman of Nestle Pakistan. ¶ The change in government in Pakistan has only firmed the resolve of the country to focus on economic development. Stronger business links with India and South Asia will play a critical role for Pakistan. ¶ As it prepares for elections next year, observers feel that India must maintain maturity and policy momentum to build on the work done so far. ¶ The author tracks India’s political economy and its engagement with the world.

No nuclear escalation absent irrational actors like terrorists

Robinson, Hansen & Schell 3 [*Peter Robinson is a research fellow at the Hoover Institution, where he edits Hoover's quarterly journal, AND **Victor Davis Hanson is the Martin and Illie Anderson Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution. He is a classicist and an expert on the history of war, and renouned author AND ***Jonathan Schell, Harold Willens Peace Fellow, Nation Institute; Author, The Unconquerable World: Power, Nonviolence, and the Will of the People, “GIVE WAR A CHANCE? The Utility of War,” Nov 24, http://www.hoover.org/multimedia/uk/2993246.html]
Victor Davis Hanson: Well, we've had more people die in war since World War II than before. That is after the advent of the atomic bomb because obviously when two superpowers agree they can't use them, then they channel their disputes to other theaters. So we have wars in the Middle East. We have wars in the Falklands. We're always going to have war. Just simply are we going to have a theater nuclear exchange between two rational states? Probably not at least in our lifetime. But I also think that war is sort of like water because it's like human nature and the pump, the delivery system, will change but the essence will not change until the nature of man changes. So we won't have a theater nuclear exchange between two nuclear powers but Pakistan and India can fight with each other without using nuclear weapons. That's very obvious. And China can fight with anybody they want as long as they don't want to use nuclear weapons. That's why they have conventional arms.

China
China won’t use drones to resolve territorial disputes – fears international backlash and creating a precedent for U.S. strikes in the area

Erickson, associate professor at the Naval War College and Associate in Research at Harvard University's Fairbank Centre, and Strange, researcher at the Naval War College's China Maritime Studies Institute and graduate student at Zhejiang University, 5-29-13 (Andrew and Austin, China has drones. Now how will it use them? Foreign Affairs, McClatchy-Tribune, 29 May 2013, http://www.nationmultimedia.com/opinion/China-has-drones-Now-how-will-it-use-them-30207095.html, da 8-3-13) PC
Drones, able to dispatch death remotely, without human eyes on their targets or a pilot's life at stake, make people uncomfortable - even when they belong to democratic governments that presumably have some limits on using them for ill. (On May 23, in a major speech, US President Barack Obama laid out what some of those limits are.) An even more alarming prospect is that unmanned aircraft will be acquired and deployed by authoritarian regimes, with fewer checks on their use of lethal force.¶ Those worried about exactly that tend to point their fingers at China. In March, after details emerged that China had considered taking out a drug trafficker in Myanmar with a drone strike, a CNN blog post warned, "Today, it's Myanmar. Tomorrow, it could very well be some other place in Asia or beyond." Around the same time, a National Journal article entitled "When the Whole World Has Drones" teased out some of the consequences of Beijing's drone programme, asking, "What happens if China arms one of its remote-piloted planes and strikes Philippine or Indian trawlers in the South China Sea?"¶ Indeed, the time to fret about when China and other authoritarian countries will acquire drones is over: they have them. The question now is when and how they will use them. But as with its other, less exotic military capabilities, Beijing has cleared only a technological hurdle - and its behaviour will continue to be constrained by politics.¶ China has been developing a drone capacity for over half a century, starting with its reverse engineering of Soviet Lavochkin La-17C target drones that it had received from Moscow in the late 1950s. Today, Beijing's opacity makes it difficult to gauge the exact scale of the programme, but according to Ian Easton, an analyst at the Project 2049 Institute, an American think-tank devoted to Asia-Pacific security matters, by 2011 China's air force alone had over 280 combat drones. In other words, its fleet of unmanned aerial vehicles is already bigger and more sophisticated than all but the United States'; in this relatively new field Beijing is less of a newcomer and more of a fast follower. And the force will only become more effective: the Lijian ("sharp sword" in Chinese), a combat drone in the final stages of development, will make China one of the very few states that have or are building a stealth drone capacity.¶ This impressive arsenal may tempt China to pull the trigger. The fact that a Chinese official acknowledged that Beijing had considered using drones to eliminate the Myanmar drug trafficker, Naw Kham, makes clear that it would not be out of the question for China to launch a drone strike in a security operation against a non-state actor. Meanwhile, as China's territorial disputes with its neighbours have escalated, there is a chance that Beijing would introduce unmanned aircraft, especially since India, the Philippines and Vietnam distantly trail China in drone funding and capacity, and would find it difficult to compete. Beijing is already using drones to photograph the Senkaku/Diaoyu islands it disputes with Japan, as the retired Chinese major-general Peng Guangqian revealed earlier this year, and to keep an eye on movements near the North Korean border.¶ Beijing, however, is unlikely to use its drones lightly. It already faces tremendous criticism from much of the international community for its perceived brazenness in continental and maritime sovereignty disputes. With its leaders attempting to allay notions that China's rise poses a threat to the region, injecting drones conspicuously into these disputes would prove counterproductive. China also fears setting a precedent for the use of drones in East Asian hotspots that the United States could eventually exploit. For now, Beijing is showing that it understands these risks, and to date it has limited its use of drones in these areas to surveillance, according to recent public statements from China's Defence Ministry.
New technology makes drone proliferation by state and non-state actors inevitable

Wood 12 (David, American Drones Ignite New Arms Race From Gaza To Iran To China, Huffington Post, 27 November 2012, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2012/11/27/american-drones_n_2199193.html, da 8-2-13) PC
Obama administration officials have said they are weighing various options to codify the use of armed U.S. drones, because the increased use of drones has been driven more by perceived necessity than by deliberative policy. But that effort is complicated by the wildfire spread of drone technology: how could the U.S. restrict its use of armed drones if others do not?¶ Already, the Pentagon is worried that China not only is engaged in an "alarming" effort to develop and field high-tech drones, but it intends to sell drone technology abroad, according to the Pentagon report.¶ Indeed, the momentum of the drone wars seems irresistible. "The increasing worldwide focus on unmanned systems highlights how U.S. military success has changed global strategic thinking and spurred a race for unmanned aircraft," the Pentagon study reported.¶ Modern drones were first perfected by Israel, but the U.S. Air Force took the first steps in 2001 to mount sophisticated drones with precision weapons. Today the U.S. fields some 8,000 drones and plans to invest $36.9 billion to boost its fleet by 35 percent over the next eight years.¶ Current research on next-generation drones seems certain to exacerbate the drone arms race. The U.S. and other countries are developing "nano" drones, tiny weapons designed to attack in swarms. Both the U.S. and China are working to incorporate "stealth" technology into micro drones. The Pentagon is fielding a new weapon called the Switchblade, a 5.5-pound precision-attack drone that can be carried and fired by one person -- a capability sure to be envied by terrorists.¶ "This is a robotics revolution, but it's not just an American revolution -- everyone's involved, from Hezbollah to paparazzi," Singer, the Brookings Institution expert, told The Huffington Post. "This is a revolution in which billions and trillions of dollars will be made. To stop it you'd have to first stop science, and then business, and then war."

No Asian hotspots

Singh 8 Daljit, visiting Senior Research Fellow at the Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, SOUTHEAST ASIAN SECURITY: AN OVERVIEW Regional Outlook: Southeast Asia 2008 – 2009, lexis

However, looking ahead just the next few years, the positive trends of the recent past can be expected to continue. First, the U.S. military presence and certain key alliances that underpin East/Southeast Asian security will remain in place. The strengthening of America's alliances with Japan and Australia in recent years and the growing trilateral cooperation among them suggest that the main maritime powers led by the United States will work more closely to balance a rising China, even as they, and others, engage and cooperate with China. Also noteworthy is the deepening strategic cooperation between India and the United States, but its future depends significantly on whether the U.S.-India nuclear deal gets through. Second, bilateral relations between the United States and Japan on one side and China on the other can be expected to remain generally stable. China will be preoccupied with its internal development and the United States with the Middle East and Afghanistan, while being dependent on Chinese cooperation on a number of regional and international issues. The trend of improvement in Sino-Japanese relations set in motion by former Prime Minister Shinzo Abe is likely to be continued by Premier Fukuda. Sino-Indian relations have seen expanded dialogue and economic links but their future will depend in part upon how far U.S.-India strategic and defence cooperation advances. Third, two of the most dangerous potential flashpoints, the Korean nuclear crisis and the India-Pakistan confrontation, seem to have been defused, even if not permanently settled. Territorial disputes between China and Japan and between China and some Southeast Asian countries are unlikely to erupt into conflict in the near future because of improved political relations between the parties concerned. Some uncertainty remains over Taiwan but, more likely than not, the United States will be able to restrain President Chen Shui-bian if he is tempted to challenge the red lines that China has drawn.
1. US won’t be drawn in – No escalation.

Jeffrey Record 01, professor of strategy and international security at the Air War College at Maxwell AFB, senior research fellow at the Center for Int’l Strategy, Technology, and Policy at the Georgia Institute of Technology, PhD from Johns Hopkins School of Advanced Int’l Studies, Winter 2001, Aerospace Power Journal, v15 i4, “Thinking about China and War,” p. InfoTrac OneFile

Chinese military action against Asian mainland states not allied with the United States probably would not occasion a direct, armed US response. Sino-Russian, -Indian, and -Vietnamese war scenarios of the kind that transpired in 1962, 1969, and 1979, respectively, would not directly engage the vital interests of the United States--unless they spilled over into attacks on US forces and allies. Why would the United States intervene in such conflicts? To be sure, it has a general interest in peace and stability on the Asian mainland and a specific interest in deterring nuclear war between other states. But would it go to war to prevent a nuclear exchange between, say, Russia and China? It was certainly not prepared to do so to deter an Indo-Pakistani exchange during the South Asian nuclear-war scare of 1999.
2. No risk – Break-up of states is unlikely, ideological tensions decreased, and multilateral structures prevent war.
Straits Times 08 “Why War is Unlikely in Asia” http://www.asiaone.com/News/the%2BStraits%2BTimes/Story/A1Story20080625-72716.html

Nevertheless, the region is more stable than one might believe. Separatism remains a challenge, but the break-up of states is unlikely. The North Korean nuclear issue, while not fully resolved, is moving towards a conclusion with the likely denuclearisation of the peninsula. Tensions between China and Taiwan seem unlikely to erupt into conflict, especially after the recent victories of the Kuomintang in Taiwan. The region also possesses significant multilateral structures such as the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation forum, the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation, the nascent Six-Party Talks forum and, in particular, Asean.
Studies show that Drones are successful at fighting terrorism because they kill important militant officials. 
Lynn-Jones ’12 (Sean M., Editor of International Security, the International Security Program's quarterly journal, and Belfer Center Studies in International Security published by MIT, “Do Drone strikes on Al-Qaida make us safer?”, Power and Policy, http://www.powerandpolicy.com/2012/06/08/do-us-drone-strikes-on-al-qaida-make-us-safer/#.UfttvmTwLGA)

Does killing the leaders of terrorist groups make the United States more secure? Is leadership decapitation an effective counterterrorism strategy? Critics of U.S. attempts to kill top terrorist leaders argue that such targeted killings do not reduce the terrorist threat to the United States. New leaders may quickly take the place of those who are killed by the United States. Other critics claim the policy is counterproductive, because drone strikes and other raids fan the flame of anti-Americanism in Pakistan and may even help al-Qaida and other militant groups to gain new supporters. Still others contend that targeted killings are illegal or immoral and that the United States should not abandon its laws and principles to strike at terrorist leaders. Two studies published in the spring 2012 issue of the Belfer Center’s journal International Security present a different perspective. On the basis of comprehensive analyses of data on multiple terrorist and insurgent organizations, these studies conclude that killing or capturing terrorist leaders can reduce the effectiveness of terrorist groups or even cause terrorist organizations to disintegrate.¶ ¶ In “Targeting Top Terrorists: How Leadership Decapitation Contributes to Counterterrorism,” Bryan Price, who will soon join the Combating Terrorism Center at the U.S. Military Academy, analyzed the effects of leadership attacks on 207 terrorist groups from sixty-five countries between 1970 and 2008. Price argues that the health of a terrorist organization is tied closely to the strength of its leadership. Removal of a charismatic leader can undermine a terrorist organization. In addition, leadership succession poses particular challenges in secretive organizations that do not institutionalize their operations or train lower-level leaders to assume control. Price finds that killing or capturing the leaders of a group significantly increases the probability that the group will collapse or dissolve, although the organization may endure for several years. This effect was much stronger for new groups; groups that have existed for twenty years are much more likely to survive the killing of their leaders. One of Price’s most important findings is that religious terrorist groups were almost five times more likely to end than nationalist groups after having their leaders killed.¶ ¶ Patrick Johnston, a former fellow in the Belfer Center’s International Security Program who is now at the RAND Corporation, considers whether leadership decapitation reduces the effectiveness of terrorist and insurgent groups. In “Does Decapitation Work? Assessing the Effectiveness of Leadership Targeting in Counterinsurgency Campaigns,” Johnston compares the consequences of 118 failed and successful attempts to kill top-level insurgent leaders. His study finds that removing the leaders of militant groups enables governments to defeat insurgencies more frequently, reduces the number of insurgent attacks, and diminishes levels of violence. Johnston points out that killing insurgent leaders does not guarantee success, but it increases the probability that governments will defeat insurgents by 25 to 30 percent. He also finds that killing leaders has a stronger effect than capturing them.¶ ¶ It remains to be seen whether U.S. killings of al-Qaida leaders will bring about the demise of that terrorist organization. So far, however, those killings seem to have disrupted al-Qaida and reduced the frequency of its actual and attempted terrorist attacks on the United States and U.S. citizens, although al-Qaida remains a significant threat. The studies by Price and Johnston suggest that the United States should continue its policies of targeting top terrorist leaders. If their conclusions are correct, the Obama administration may be on target in its calculation that the benefits of decapitation strikes outweigh the costs.

There are fewer attacks when we use targeted killing

Johnston 2012 (Patrick B. Johnston, Associate Political Scientist at the RAND Corporation, Number 4, Spring 2012 “Does Decapitation Work?¶ Assessing the Effectiveness of Leadership Targeting in Counterinsurgency Campaigns,” International Security¶ Volume 36, Project Muse)

Next, I examined the impact of leadership decapitation on the rate of insurgent attacks. It is useful to examine attacks separately from lethality because [End Page 64] whereas violence usually captures the quality of militant operations—that is, the extent to which the insurgency is able to inflict losses on its targets—attack frequency captures the pace of militant activities. Militants using a guerrilla warfare strategy might conduct many small attacks, with lower levels of lethality, in order to harass and intimidate its adversaries, whereas other militant organizations may conduct "spectacular" but infrequent attacks.42¶ I use a similar approach to estimate the effect of decapitation on insurgent attacks. The baseline specifications are negative binomial regressions, specified in table 4 both without (column 4) and with (column 5) fixed effects. A lagged dependent variable specification is shown in column 6. The results suggest that, on average, decapitation is associated with fewer insurgent attacks. The results of the fixed-effects specifications in columns 5 and 6, for example, are negative and statistically significant at the 5 and 1 percent levels, respectively. The coefficient shown in column 4 is also negative, but it is small and insignificant. As with the violence analysis, this suggests that, after including basic controls, decapitation is associated with fewer 
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The affirmative’s claims to how China will act and react to certain policies like the plan depends on a rationalization of China—this flawed positivist epistemology seeks to render all of the international arena knowable and predictable—the result is the inevitable emergence of a ‘China threat’ based on orientalization 

Chengxin Pan 4 prof school of international and political studies, Deakin U. PhD in pol sci and IR, “The "China threat" in American self-imagination: the discursive construction of other as power politics,” 1 June 2004, http://www.articlearchives.com/asia/northern-asia-china/796470-1.html

Having examined how the "China threat" literature is enabled by and serves the purpose of a particular U.S. self-construction, I want to turn now to the issue of how this literature represents a discursive construction of other, instead of an "objective" account of Chinese reality. This, I argue, has less to do with its portrayal of China as a threat per se than with its essentialization and totalization of China as an externally knowable object, independent of historically contingent contexts or dynamic international interactions. In this sense, the discursive construction of China as a threatening other cannot be detached from (neo)realism, a positivist, ahistorical framework of analysis within which global life is reduced to endless interstate rivalry for power and survival. As many critical IR scholars have noted, (neo)realism is not a transcendent description of global reality but is predicated on the modernist Western identity, which, in the quest for scientific certainty, has come to define itself essentially as the sovereign territorial nation-state. This realist self-identity of Western states leads to the constitution of anarchy as the sphere of insecurity, disorder, and war. In an anarchical system, as (neo)realists argue, "the gain of one side is often considered to be the loss of the other," (45) and "All other states are potential threats." (46) In order to survive in such a system, states inevitably pursue power or capability. In doing so, these realist claims represent what R. B. J. Walker calls "a specific historical articulation of relations of universality/particularity and self/Other." (47) The (neo)realist paradigm has dominated the U.S. IR discipline in general and the U.S. China studies field in particular. As Kurt Campbell notes, after the end of the Cold War, a whole new crop of China experts "are much more likely to have a background in strategic studies or international relations than China itself." (48) As a result, for those experts to know China is nothing more or less than to undertake a geopolitical analysis of it, often by asking only a few questions such as how China will "behave" in a strategic sense and how it may affect the regional or global balance of power, with a particular emphasis on China's military power or capabilities. As Thomas J. Christensen notes, "Although many have focused on intentions as well as capabilities, the most prevalent component of the [China threat] debate is the assessment of China's overall future military power compared with that of the United States and other East Asian regional powers." (49) Consequently, almost by default, China emerges as an absolute other and a threat thanks to this (neo)realist prism. The (neo)realist emphasis on survival and security in international relations dovetails perfectly with the U.S. self-imagination, because for the United States to define itself as the indispensable nation in a world of anarchy is often to demand absolute security. As James Chace and Caleb Carr note, "for over two centuries the aspiration toward an eventual condition of absolute security has been viewed as central to an effective American foreign policy." (50) And this self-identification in turn leads to the definition of not only "tangible" foreign powers but global contingency and uncertainty per se as threats. For example, former U.S. President George H. W. Bush repeatedly said that "the enemy [of America] is unpredictability. The enemy is instability." (51) Similarly, arguing for the continuation of U.S. Cold War alliances, a high-ranking Pentagon official asked, "if we pull out, who knows what nervousness will result?" (52) Thus understood, by its very uncertain character, China would now automatically constitute a threat to the United States. For example, Bernstein and Munro believe that "China's political unpredictability, the always-present possibility that it will fall into a state of domestic disunion and factional fighting," constitutes a source of danger. (53) In like manner, Richard Betts and Thomas Christensen write: If the PLA [People's Liberation Army] remains second-rate, should the world breathe a sigh of relief? Not entirely.... Drawing China into the web of global interdependence may do more to encourage peace than war, but it cannot guarantee that the pursuit of heartfelt political interests will be blocked by a fear of economic consequences.... U.S. efforts to create a stable balance across the Taiwan Strait might deter the use of force under certain circumstances, but certainly not all. (54) The upshot, therefore, is that since China displays no absolute certainty for peace, it must be, by definition, an uncertainty, and hence, a threat. In the same way, a multitude of other unpredictable factors (such as ethnic rivalry, local insurgencies, overpopulation, drug trafficking, environmental degradation, rogue states, the spread of weapons of mass destruction, and international terrorism) have also been labeled as "threats" to U.S. security. Yet, it seems that in the post-Cold War environment, China represents a kind of uncertainty par excellence. "Whatever the prospects for a more peaceful, more democratic, and more just world order, nothing seems more uncertain today than the future of post-Deng China," (55) argues Samuel Kim. And such an archetypical uncertainty is crucial to the enterprise of U.S. self-construction, because it seems that only an uncertainty with potentially global consequences such as China could justify U.S. indispensability or its continued world dominance. In this sense, Bruce Cumings aptly suggested in 1996 that China (as a threat) was basically "a metaphor for an enormously expensive Pentagon that has lost its bearings and that requires a formidable 'renegade state' to define its mission (Islam is rather vague, and Iran lacks necessary weights)." (56) It is mainly on the basis of this self-fashioning that many U.S. scholars have for long claimed their "expertise" on China. For example, from his observation (presumably on Western TV networks) of the Chinese protest against the U.S. bombing of their embassy in Belgrade in May 1999, Robert Kagan is confident enough to speak on behalf of the whole Chinese people, claiming that he knows "the fact" of "what [China] really thinks about the United States." That is, "they consider the United States an enemy--or, more precisely, the enemy.... How else can one interpret the Chinese government's response to the bombing?" he asks, rhetorically. (57) For Kagan, because the Chinese "have no other information" than their government's propaganda, the protesters cannot rationally "know" the whole event as "we" do. Thus, their anger must have been orchestrated, unreal, and hence need not be taken seriously. (58) Given that Kagan heads the U.S. Leadership Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and is very much at the heart of redefining the United States as the benevolent global hegemon, his confidence in speaking for the Chinese "other" is perhaps not surprising. In a similar vein, without producing in-depth analysis, Bernstein and Munro invoke with great ease such all-encompassing notions as "the Chinese tradition" and its "entire three-thousand-year history." (59) In particular, they repeatedly speak of what China's "real" goal is: "China is an unsatisfied and ambitious power whose goal is to dominate Asia.... China aims at achieving a kind of hegemony.... China is so big and so naturally powerful that [we know] it will tend to dominate its region even if it does not intend to do so as a matter of national policy." (60) Likewise, with the goal of absolute security for the United States in mind, Richard Betts and Thomas Christensen argue: The truth is that China can pose a grave problem even if it does not become a military power on the American model, does not intend to commit aggression, integrates into a global economy, and liberalizes politically. Similarly, the United States could face a dangerous conflict over Taiwan even if it turns out that Beijing lacks the capacity to conquer the island.... This is true because of geography; because of America's reliance on alliances to project power; and because of China's capacity to harm U.S. forces, U.S. regional allies, and the American homeland, even while losing a war in the technical, military sense. (61) By now, it seems clear that neither China's capabilities nor intentions really matter. Rather, almost by its mere geographical existence, China has been qualified as an absolute strategic "other," a discursive construct from which it cannot escape. Because of this, "China" in U.S. IR discourse has been objectified and deprived of its own subjectivity and exists mainly in and for the U.S. self. Little wonder that for many U.S. China specialists, China becomes merely a "national security concern" for the United States, with the "severe disproportion 

between the keen attention to China as a security concern and the intractable neglect of China's [own] security concerns in the current debate." (62) At this point, at issue here is no longer whether the "China threat" argument is true or false, but is rather its reflection of a shared positivist mentality among mainstream China experts that they know China better than do the Chinese themselves. (63) "We" alone can know for sure that they consider "us" their enemy and thus pose a menace to "us." Such an account of China, in many ways, strongly seems to resemble Orientalists' problematic distinction between the West and the Orient. Like orientalism, the U.S. construction of the Chinese "other" does not require that China acknowledge the validity of that dichotomous construction. Indeed, as Edward Said point out, "It is enough for 'us' to set up these distinctions in our own minds; [and] 'they' become 'they' accordingly." (64) It may be the case that there is nothing inherently wrong with perceiving others through one's own subjective lens. Yet, what is problematic with mainstream U.S. China watchers is that they refuse to acknowledge the legitimacy of the inherent fluidity of Chinese identity and subjectivity and try instead to fix its ambiguity as absolute difference from "us," a kind of certainty that denotes nothing but otherness and threats. As a result, it becomes difficult to find a legitimate space for alternative ways of understanding an inherently volatile, amorphous China (65) or to recognize that China's future trajectory in global politics is contingent essentially on how "we" in the United States and the West in general want to see it as well as on how the Chinese choose to shape it. (66) Indeed, discourses of "us" and "them" are always closely linked to how "we" as "what we are" deal with "them" as "what they are" in the practical realm. This is exactly how the discursive strategy of perceiving China as a threatening other should be understood, a point addressed in the following section, which explores some of the practical dimension of this discursive strategy in the containment perspectives and hegemonic ambitions of U.S. foreign policy. 

2nc advantage—

Their ev says already moving arms b/c of drone war

Aff doesn’t restrict

“pakistan and india will use drones which escalates to nuclear conflict”

Fear of central Asian war emanates from Western self-identity, not objective fact 

Heathershaw & Megoran 11—lecturer in IR, U Exeter, working on politics of conflict resolution in Central Asia – AND – political geography lecturer, Newcastle U (John and Nick, Contesting danger: a new agenda  for policy and scholarship on Central Asia, International Affairs, 87; 3; 589–612)

It is the received wisdom of policy, journalistic and entertainment communities, as well as much of the academic world of area studies, that Central Asia is a source and site of particular dangers. As a consequence of this widespread belief among opinion-formers, Central Asia has become embedded in western public consciousnesses, particularly in English-speaking countries, as a place of great insecurity, terrorism and Islamism, where violent political conflict is ever ready to erupt. ¶ However, our research and experience of living in the post-Soviet parts of Central Asia has led us to rather different conclusions. Indeed a considerable amount of fieldwork and several interpretative studies conducted in and on Central Asia in recent years paint a more complicated picture of danger and its various lived realities in the region. This article thus contends that it is time the preconceptions and oversights of this discourse of danger were exposed.¶ The question we address in this article is: ‘How, why, and to what effect is Central Asia imagined in popular, scholarly and official contexts as a particular locus of danger?’ Our answer identifies and explores a discourse of danger that makes the region knowable to western publics, academic communities and officials. We contend that the contents of much international policy and practice, news and current affairs writing, documentaries and films, and even academic studies of security, conflict and international affairs in Central Asia are not the results of an impartial search for the facts. Rather, their claims and contentions are derived in accordance with a preconceived and self-referential discourse of danger which identifies threats to us while ignoring insecurity as it is experienced by Central Asian communities.¶ This article explores the way in which Central Asia is written into global space as the object of multiple and intersecting formal, practical and popular geopolitical discourses which imagine and inscribe it as a particular locus of danger. The task of such geopolitical analysis is important for two reasons. First, although these links are poorly understood, the way that people—embedded in organizational structures and as individuals—think about certain places affects the way they act towards them. Thus the discursive environment shapes policy-making and political choices towards and within the region, so that the western discourse of danger itself endangers Central Asia. ¶ Second, this assumption of danger has profound implications for the kinds of academic research that get funded and published. The study of Central Asia is, to some degree, being shaped by assumptions of danger and the simplistic analysis that often masquerades as the evidential basis for these assumptions.¶ The article presents a challenge to this western geopolitical vision of Central Asia. It is also a call to our colleagues in Central Asian studies to challenge the unstated assumptions, distortions and oversights of much security and conflict analysis on the region. It proceeds in four parts. First, we introduce the theoretical lens through which we view this debate, critical geopolitics, and outline the debate on danger in Central Asia. We identify three dimensions of endangerment, three characteristics attributed to Central Asia in geopolitical discourse: Central Asia as obscure, oriental and fractious. In the second part we first consider how the popular US TV drama about presidential politics, The West Wing, characterizes the region as obscure. In the third, we examine how Washington’s foreign policy discourse scripts the region as oriental. In the fourth, we explore how academic, development, cinematic and televisual discourses conceive of Central Asia as fractious due to the putatively inherent nature of its ethnic and political geography. Finally, we test the thesis by asking whether it is disproved by the Osh catastrophe of 2010, and by showing how the discourse of danger frames policies and practices of conflict resolution and international aid that themselves endanger the region. We conclude by highlighting the discursive economy of danger that has emerged and how it can be contested by policy-makers, journalists and academics who are attentive to alternative local narratives of danger and the wider global economic processes which are transforming society and economy in Central Asia.¶ Endangering space¶ Geopolitics is the study of how ‘The world is actively spatialised, divided up, labelled, sorted out into a hierarchy of places of greater or lesser “importance” by political geographers, other academics and political leaders.’ 1 Classical geopolitics assumes that the physical geography of the world significantly determines the course of human history. 2 The trained expert can uncover this framework within which international relations occur, and thus come to understand the dangers posed to his or her state and advise on actions to counter them. Critical geopolitics, on the other hand, denaturalizes the global order by portraying it as socially and historically constructed. 3 It does this through an ‘examination of the geographical assumptions, designations, and understandings that enter into the making of world politics’, 4 exploring how ‘descriptions of places and people are stitched together to narrate and “explain” events’. 5 It does not deny that the world is a dangerous place for many people, but emphasizes the enquiry into how, why and with what effects certain places become understood as dangerous.¶ Critical geopolitics contends that geopolitics is more than the ‘formal’ writings of academic geopolitical experts, encompassing the ‘practical’ geopolitical discourses of bodies such as foreign policy think-tanks and government bureaucracies, and the ‘popular’ geopolitical ideas encountered in the mass media, films, novels, television documentaries and the like. As Ó Tuathail and Dalby contend, in tracing out this threefold scheme, ‘Geopolitics saturates the everyday life of nations.’ 6 It is not simply that popular and practical geopolitical representations supplement the formal scripts of political geographers and international relations scholars but that there is considerable overlap and interplay between these three modes of discourse. Critical geopolitical analysis therefore explores the production, distribution and consumption of understandings and representations of danger within and between these sites. In this article we use this approach to explore the way in which Central Asia is written into global space as the object of multiple and intersecting formal, practical and popular geopolitical discourses which imagine and inscribe it as a particular locus of danger.¶ Debating danger in Central Asia¶ Although this article focuses on recent geopolitical imaginations, we contend that danger has long been one of the pre-eminent lenses through which Central Asia has been made knowable to Europeans and North Americans. An unknown and unaligned Central Asia was seen as a potential danger to expanding British and Russian imperial power in the nineteenth century, configuring what is commonly termed ‘the Great Game’: a complex competition for knowledge about and influence over the region. 7 Danger did not subside with conquest. Morrison argues that the victorious tsarist Russians’ policies towards their newly acquired territories in Central Asia were influenced by an ‘exaggerated dread of a Muslim revolt’. 8 The idea that Central Asia presented an enduring danger to Moscow was repeated in dominant western literatures on the region during the Cold War. Scholars found in latent Turkic national pride the ‘firmest and surest refuge’ against Soviet attempts to remake the region. 9 Because Soviet Central Asia experienced ‘the failed transformation’, 10 the region maintained an inherent antagonism to Moscow and posed an ‘Islamic threat to the Soviet state’. 11 ¶ With the collapse of the USSR, western Cold War Sovietological knowledge of Central Asia was superseded by 1990s ‘transitology’. Notwithstanding the ‘failed transformation’ of the Soviet period, this paradigm assumed that the newly independent Central Asian republics were making a ‘transition’ to western-style democratic market capitalism. It was nonetheless haunted by the fear that this normative shift to the western model was endangered. Fuller, for example, wrote that the US was concerned that the region might become ‘the breeding ground of civil war, nuclear proliferation, radical Islamic movements, a battleground for Asian geopolitics, an ecological wasteland, an economic basket case, or the target of a resurgent Russian imperial vision’. 12 The ethnic violence in the region during the late Soviet period and the Tajik civil war seemed to confirm these fears and led to analysis of the region within a conflict prevention and peacebuilding framework, as epitomized by the Center for Preventive Action (CPA) study for the Council on Foreign Relations, Calming the Ferghana Valley. 13 Thus, although political control of the region has shifted, it has been consistently written into western geopolitical imaginations as a place of danger.¶ The challenge to the reading of Central Asia’s conflict potential that we will detail below was begun by scholars who have engaged seriously with critical studies of international relations and geopolitics. Building on pioneering work by Bichel, 14 in a 2000 review essay on Calming the Ferghana Valley Megoran criticized the CPA project for its superficial analysis and methodological deficiencies. 15 Other scholars, many drawing from the same theoretical stream, joined the debate. Torjesen and MacFarlane’s study of small arms in Kyrgyzstan questioned the founding assumption that small arms proliferation was a challenge for Central Asia, giving empirical evidence indicating popular opposition to the display and use of small arms and highlighting the lack of evidence for significant levels of trafficking. 16 A more comprehensive reappraisal of conflict prevention and peacebuilding work in the region subsequently came in Heathershaw and Torjesen’s special issue of Central Asian Survey, ‘Discourses of danger in Central Asia’. 17 Contributors highlighted the lack of empirical evidence for claims made about danger by various regional and international peacebuilders and conflict preventers. In response, they introduced evidence of the coping mechanisms and social solidarities fostered by seasonal labour migration, 18 the conflict avoidance tactics such as ‘gender masks’ used by ordinary people, 19 and the control mechanisms often used successfully by regimes, for example to limit the availability of small arms. 20 ‘Danger’, they argued, is discursively constructed. Subsequent research monographs by Bichsel and Heathershaw have explored in more detail how ¶ ‘danger’ is constructed and maintained in western geopolitical discourses and practices. 21 These constructions of danger have inadvertent effects in practice and, moreover, stand in marked contrast to Central Asian citizens’ experiences of insecurity. ¶ In 2007 this challenge received a response from the conflict prevention community in a special issue of Communism and Post-Communism, ‘Conflicts in Central Asia’, edited by Sandole and Korostelina of George Mason University. The issue included a number of studies from a conflict analysis perspective that explored the potential for violence in the region. Korostelina, for example, provided a balanced and extremely wide-ranging analysis of conflict potential in Tajikistan, arguing that ‘the collectivist culture of Tajikistan is more prone to identity conflict’ while the ‘low level of intergroup prejudice reduces the possibility of tensions’. 22 These general conclusions appear reasonable, but they remain based on an unremittingly broad and schematized conceptual framework while providing only very general and inconclusive evidence for conflict ‘potential’. 23 Nevertheless, in the conclusion to the issue Sandole states that the collection of papers reasserts the ‘real’ problems and ‘realities on the ground’ of Central Asia. 24 ‘To that extent’, he argues, ‘they have succeeded in countering the “discourse of danger” while, at the same time, pointing to areas of concern that should be addressed by appropriate actors within the five societies concerned, the immediate neighbourhood as well as by the “concerned international community”.’ 25 His analysis provides a particular and determinist reading of conflict formation where poor education prompts migration which in turn generates family and social breakdown. 26 As a consequence, in Sandole’s account, migrants swell the ranks of ‘“unofficial” political Islam’ to rebel against retrenched authoritarian regimes, thus having an impact on decisions made in the international ‘Great Game’ over Central Asia which serve to further exacerbate this rebellion and conflict. Islamic fundamentalism is predictably picked out as the primary cause of instability. 27 ¶ The weakness of Sandole’s account lies in his failure to acknowledge the role of interpretation (and, within that, predilections and presuppositions), which infers conflict potential from Central Asia’s ‘problems’. This is not to say that Central Asia does not face difficulties and insecurities; however, protagonists of the discourse of danger derive their claims and contentions in accordance with a preconceived and self-referential discourse of danger that identifies threats to westerners while failing to appreciate the insecurities that are felt and experienced by Central Asians. 28 The latter may relate less to the ‘problems’ identified by the discourse of danger than to the structural violence generated by capitalist restructuring and nationalist boundary-making. 29 Moreover, religious extremism (including Islamism), organized crime, illicit trafficking and home-grown terrorist plots are aspects of social life not only in Central Asia but in most parts of the world, including western states. The issue is the social and political significance of these activities—that is, how they are practised and institutionalized in daily life, how they are controlled or coopted by the state, and to what extent they foment conflict or cooperation in society. The deterministic reading proffered by Sandole, in which underdevelopment naturally leads to conflict, is not justified by the evidence and serves to muddy the waters further. Other analysts emphasize the relative weakness of Islamism in a region that remains a relatively barren ground for religious extremism and the relative lack of conflict between great powers in the so-called ‘New Great Game’. 30 ¶ It is, then, a pre-existing geopolitical discourse of danger that provides the primary basis for Sandole’s arguments. We turn now to outline the three dimensions of this discourse. ¶ Obscuring space: the erasure of Central Asia in The West Wing¶ Obscure¶ 1 dark, dim, gloomy, dismal;¶ 2 not clear or plain to the mind; vague, uncertain; not easily understood; not clearly expressed. 31¶ The first feature of the western geopolitical gaze that we identify is that of the obscure. Our use of this marker needs some clarification. Here we use ‘obscurity’ as a (negative) feature which is ascribed to Central Asia in popular and practical discourses where the near total knowledge of the limits and characteristics of space is assumed to be both attainable and desirable. That Central Asia, according to such analysis, is particularly distant, inaccessible and unintelligible itself presents a danger that must be guarded against.¶ Central Asia’s supposed obscurity is perhaps the most distinct feature of all geopolitical imaginings of the region generated by formal, practical or popular actors. This study affords little space to compare the obscurity inscribed to Central Asia to that apportioned to other regions of the world that are also considered distant or untamed. Suffice it to say that the earlier colonial discourses—often drawn on by the purveyors of western popular culture to represent a region—are, in the Central Asian case, marked by assumptions of distance, loss and unpredictability. The ‘Great Game’ evokes these features, particularly as republished accounts of British and Russian explorers are picked up in contemporary accounts of the ‘New Great Game’. 32 However, Central Asia remains especially distant as one of the few regions of the world where western colonies have never been established, and where debates over responsibility, racism and guilt have not been broached. It is thus especially important to study the means and ramifications of Central Asia’s representation as a particularly obscure locus of danger and threat. ¶ Aaron Sorkin’s The West Wing was an extremely popular and critically acclaimed television series, running from 1999 to 2006, which represented life in the fictional White House of President Jed Bartlett (played by Martin Sheen). Its audience, which reached 15–20 million at the height of its fame, was largely composed of the wealthy, professional, urban and ‘liberal’. 33 Sorkin argues that in creating the series he sought to represent an idealized version of Washington politics for a learned audience. 34 Thus, The West Wing has been dismissed as ‘The Left Wing’ by some conservative commentators. 35 At the same time, the Bartlett White House’s liberal idealism is contained within the parameters of a particular representation of the practical realities of American politics under the limits of the constitution, bureaucratic constraints, the separation of powers, a partisan party system and powerful special interests. This portrayal of the US government is credible if not realistic and is all the more important for its opinion-forming functions. As one analysis of The West Wing argues, ‘popular culture matters and provides the basis of what many people believe about the world in which they live’. 3 ¶ The post-Soviet Central Asian states provide three storylines across the seven seasons of The West Wing. Two of these constitute sub-plots within single episodes, while the third—a major international armed conflict in Kazakhstan—is a significant narrative running through the final season. In addition to these three plotlines there are a few passing mentions of Central Asian states. Without exception these depictions are consistent with a general portrayal of Central Asia in The West Wing as obscure, uncertain and thus dangerous. What each of these representations of the region shows is that uncertainty and obscurity have specific ramifications for how we imagine policy and practice towards Central Asia. ¶ Central Asia’s first appearance in The West Wing is found in ‘The Leadership Breakfast’ (season 2, episode 11, first broadcast on 10 January 2001), where the failure of an otherwise extremely knowledgeable character, Sam Seaborn (Rob Lowe), in conversation with a powerful columnist, to distinguish between Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan (and the latter’s putative nuclear arsenal), leads to embarrassment. Sam later realizes his mistake in discussion with a colleague, Donna Moss (Janel Moloney), and is clearly crestfallen: ¶ Sam: Kyrgyzstan’s on the side of a hill near China and has mostly nomads and sheep.¶ Donna: Well maybe there are nuclear weapons in Kyrgyzstan.¶ Sam: There are barely pots and pans in Kyrgyzstan.¶ The confusion later in the episode turns farcical as Sam asks Donna, when she meets the columnist at an art gallery later in the week, to drop into the conversation that he had obviously meant Kazakhstan¶ On the one hand, of course, this comic sub-plot is merely light relief alongside the tension of serious matters of state and international affairs. On the other hand, we suggest that it is no coincidence that it is Central Asia that proves beyond the limits of even Sam Seaborn’s knowledge. Post-Soviet Central Asia is consistently represented by journalists, commentators, travel writers and filmmakers as ‘lost’, ‘unexplored’ or ‘distant’. This treatment of Central Asia as a popular geopolitical object is hugely important. In that it is naturally mistaken or misunderstood, Central Asia remains in tension with modern international and geopolitical discourses that demand intelligible and fixed boundaries, insides and outsides. Central Asia’s failure, from this perspective, to abide by these certainties of the modern age enables its actors and institutions to be diminished and discounted: Central Asia is written and read as an opponent to our ideals, but an opponent whose character remains indistinct. This othering situates the region on the fringes—‘on the side of a hill’, without ‘pots and pans’—and thus geostrategically unimportant.. ¶ The apparent obscurity of Central Asia is particularly pronounced in its second significant appearance in The West Wing (season 6, episode 3, first broadcast 1 November 2004), entitled ‘Third Day Story’, where the government of Turkmenistan is treated as a Scaramouche figure, seeking to scupper US attempts to organize a peacekeeping mission. Amid lots of jokes regarding the apparent idiosyncrasies of real-life President Niyazov’s cult of personality, the Turkmen government is easily dismissed and ultimately circumvented by the White House. Here, as is true across all treatments of the region in The West Wing, no recognizably Central Asian characters actually feature in an episode in which Central Asia is represented, a feature termed by Bichel ‘the cinematic erasure of Central Asia’. 37 According to this vision, however exotic and intriguing they may prove as dinnertime conversation topics, Central Asians can often be dismissed as inexplicable and idiosyncratic when it comes to matters of real geopolitics. ¶ The distinct lack of Central Asian characters and agendas is continued in the third and much longer regional storyline, which takes place across most of The West Wing’s final season. But while Central Asia itself remains distant and indistinct, its danger to the West becomes pronounced. Broadcast in 2005–2006, these episodes feature a plot to assassinate the fictional President Isatov of Kazakhstan (once again mistaken at first, this time for Uzbekistan) and a regional oil company head which leads to a rigged election, civil conflict (‘the Kazakh people are rioting in the streets because they’ve been screwed out of an election’) and the invasion of the country by China and Russia (a ‘war over oil’). The two Great Powers are kept apart only by a massive American intervention of around 150,000 troops. As C. J. Cregg (Allison Janney, who plays White House chief of staff ) comments, ‘I’m trying to keep China and Russia from annihilating the Northern Hemisphere over oil in Kazakhstan.’ ¶ This ‘New Great Game’ plotline is fascinating in that it shows how an obscure or unknown Central Asia is made known in terms of established international and geopolitical dogmas of national security and conflict resolution. The assigned roles of the protagonists reflect the key tenets of geopolitical thinking in the West. 38 China and Russia are inscribed as essentially conflicting powers competing over finite and scarce resources. 39 The United States, meanwhile, is portrayed as having its own alternative set of interests but is also assigned the benign personality of a normative actor in the role of third-party peacemaker. National elites remain in the shadows, corrupted and controlled by great powers, and completely indifferent to the rights and welfare of their peoples. Finally, the peoples of Central Asia remain hidden from view and inscribed with the imagined universal human desire for political transition to democracy. The evident geopolitical significance of Central Asia—a clear and present danger to the West—is somewhat in contrast with the rendering of confusion, distance and even absence found in the previous two examples. However, in deploying this ‘New Great Game’ storyline The West Wing writers highlight how an obscure Central Asia can spring incredible surprises on the West. Moreover, while this plotline might not be accepted in the imperative sense—not least because the apparent obscurity of Central Asia makes it unthinkable to all but the most hyperbolic of New Great Gamers that the United States could be involved in a war there—it can be seen as indicative and, to some extent, constitutive of the western geopolitical imaginary. The roles inscribed in the storyline are not at all dissimilar to the roles identified in the geopolitical scripting of the region by the western press during the two most prominent political events of 2005, Kyrgyzstan’s ‘Tulip revolution’ and Uzbekistan’s ‘Andijon massacre’. Both events were widely and spuriously interpreted in the press as popular struggles for democracy repressed by authoritarian governments and disregarded in great power politics despite superficial western pressure for reform. In that Central Asia is an obscure and uncertain place it presents dangers towards which western powers remain indifferent, understandably but at their peril. ¶ Orientalizing space: Washingtonian security analysis¶ Oriental: 1 belonging to or situated in the eastern part of the sky. 40¶ The second feature of geopolitical discourse on Central Asia is that of the oriental other. Orientalism has long genealogical roots that are inextricably intertwined with experiences of colonialism, particularly in the Middle East. 41 Myer has shown how western Sovietological writing on Central Asia orientalized the subject specifically in terms of a colonized people—albeit represented as fractious subjects rather than passive recipients of imperial largesse. 42 The narrative of Sovietological writing is problematic, as is now widely acknowledged, given the often simplistic assumptions of a pre-Soviet, traditional and Asiatic people conquered and subordinated by European masters. However, the new-found concern of some parts of the academy with post-colonial complexity has not precluded orientalist representations of Central Asia in popular culture, policy formulation and practice, and even certain ‘policy-relevant’ academic circles. Today, the Asianness of Central Asia is understood internationally in terms of the maxims of the ‘war on terror’. ¶ In this section of the article we will argue that, since gaining independence from the Soviet Union, Central Asian states have been increasingly represented as comparable with their neighbours to the south, in particular Afghanistan and Pakistan, rather than to their European former Soviet compatriots. We make this point by exploring the writings of a Washington-based community of security analysts who are part of, or act as consultants for, US defence establishments. These writings correlate with broader academic debates about the regional framing of Central Asia, and the development of cartographic visions of Asia as threatening. We will argue that international security discourse on the five post-Soviet states orientalizes them as prone to ‘Afghanicization’ and as an extension of the wider region of the Middle East and/or Asia. ¶ The region’s significance for international security derives from a spatial imagination and territorial reasoning that situate Central Asia on the ‘front line’ with Afghanistan, and even as part of the same region. 43 Such accounts identify Central Asia as an especially perilous and porous region of the world. In respect of its link to the south, it is described by the head of the Strategic Studies Institute of the US Army War College as a ‘key theatre in the war on terror’, 44 which according to Giragosian, ‘has acquired a new strategic relevance’. 45 This coming together of South Asia and Central Asia is not merely a matter of military logistics but one of the region’s geopolitical character. ¶ The coupling of South Asia and Central Asia in US foreign policy is thus about more than the consequences of the Afghanistan intervention and the use of bases in Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan. A pre-existing conception of Central Asia as essentially Asiatic and anti-Soviet has combined with the tumult of events since 9/11 to link Central Asia with Afghanistan in the structure of American foreign and defence policy-making. According to Assistant Secretary for European and Eurasian Affairs Elizabeth Jones, ‘since 9/11 US strategic interests in the region have focused on anti-terrorism, especially the elimination of terrorist and other destabilising groups’. 46 This led to a massive increase in the US strategic role following 9/11 in the establishment of the Ganci (Manas) and Kharshi–Khanabad military bases, and overflight rights across Tajikistan and Turkmenistan. Hill notes: ‘The primary American interest is in security, in preventing the “Afghanicisation” of Central Asia and the spawning of more terrorist groups with transnational reach that can threaten the stability of the interlocking regions and strike the United States.’ 47 Such thinking has even contributed to an internal reorganization of the US State Department. By late 2005, Jones’s department of European and Eurasian Affairs had lost responsibility for the region, which had been incorporated into a South and Central Asian section. This shift was foreshadowed by the moving of the Central Asian region from the Pentagon’s Atlantic Command to its Central Command (CENTCOM) in October 1999. In itself this bureaucratic change reflects US thinking about Central Asia as a region apart from other former Soviet Slavic states, thinking that may be rooted in Sovietological conceptions of the Russian/Soviet empire. Further research would need to be conducted to establish the role of discourse alongside bureaucratic, technical or logistical factors that may have combined in bringing about this shift. However, there is no question that this geopolitical conception both predates the shift and has subsequently helped justify it. It is easier, for example, to understand why Washington-based analysts may believe Russia’s role in the region is decreasing and peripheral if they see Central Asian states as more culturally and politically akin to Pakistan or Afghanistan than to Belarus or Georgia. 48 ¶ This geopolitical coupling of Central Asian states with Pakistan and Afghanistan has an important corollary in academic debates about the ‘regionness’ of Central Asia, with some arguing that Central Asia should be coupled with Europe as part of Eurasia and others emphasizing its oriental or Asian location. For the editors of the journal Eurasian Geography and Economics, the idea of Eurasia stresses the region’s commonalities with Russia and post-socialist states in Europe. For advocates of the doctrine of Eurasianism, the region is essentially linked to Russia and Siberia as the heir of a unique civilizational destiny that is neither properly Asian nor properly European. 49 Schoeberlein’s ‘Central Eurasia’ strips the region of most of Eurasia’s European space, adding Afghanistan and Iran. 50 Starr prefers the label ‘Greater Central Asia’. 51 Amineh’s ‘Greater Middle East’ goes further, cleaving Turkestan from Russia and viewing it as part of a region that encompasses the Middle East, North Africa and part of South Asia. 52 These positions all have academic and/or political premises, agendas and implications, and they are significant for our purposes here in that they make claims for the extent of Central Asia’s Asian-ness. ¶ In Washingtonian security analysis, claims based on cultural–historical affinities are buttressed by considerations to do with present security environments. ¶ For Thomas Barnett, Professor of Warfare Analysis at the US Naval War College, Central Asia is part of a ‘non-integrating gap’ (including most of Africa, the Middle East, South America and Pakistan/Afghanistan, but not Russia or Europe), that is dangerous to the ‘core’ of globalization because of its disconnectedness from it. 53 For Chris Seiple, director of the Washington think-tank the Institute for Global Engagement, using an expression coined by former US Secretary of State Zbigniew Brzezinski and popularized in a famous cover of Time magazine, Central Asia sits ‘atop the crescent of crisis that rises from North Africa to Central Asia before descending into Southeast Asia’. 54 In a similar vein, former US Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld identified a ‘broad arc of instability that stretches from the Middle East to Northeast Asia’ and threatens critical US interests. 55 The affiliation of these writers is significant, illustrating the circulation of ideas between governmental and non-governmental institutions. These ways of knowing Central Asia are also important because, whether on cultural–historical or contemporary security grounds, they detach Central Asia from its post-Soviet spatialization and attach it firmly to Asia. Moreover, in keeping with this orientalizing move, these authors represent the Central Asian republics as dangerous. As we shall consider below, this has important policy implications. ¶ These examples demonstrate that the process of coupling Central Asia with its southern neighbours is not a natural and expected outcome of the fall of the Soviet Union. Rather, it is a western social construction, constituted via political discourses and acts, which affects American strategic positions and policies towards the region. This geopolitical conception is contested in many ways in local popular and elite discourses. Public opinion surveys in Central Asian states consistently show greater trust in Russia than in the United States. Twenty-firstcentury labour migration flows have reconnected Central Asia to Russia to an extent not seen since mass Central Asian male conscription into the Soviet armed forces, and it is to Russia that thousands of Kyrgyzstani Uzbeks have fled for refuge since the violence in the south of the country that began in June 2010. Similarly, Central Asian elite conceptions of their affinity with Europe meant that the announcement of the reorganization of the State Department in 2005 was greeted with perplexity and disdain by some analysts in the region. 56 That postSoviet Central Asian regimes are now more often compared with Afghanistan than Belarus is not natural; and, from the perspective of our view of the modern social and political history of the region, and the perspectives of many within the region, it is difficult to understand. ¶ Fractious space: representing ethnic conflict in the Ferghana Valley ¶ Fractious ¶ 1 Accompanied by breakage or rupture of par; \¶ 2 Refractory, unruly; quarrelsome; … 57¶ We identify as a third dimension of endangerment the representation of Central Asia as fractious, and thus both dangerous to the West and in need of reconstruction. The term ‘fractious’ evokes domesticity, suggesting local or internal rather than global or external conflict. The rendering of Central Asia as obscure, oriental and fractious makes it possible for the region to be regarded as dangerous but disregarded with indifference. In this section we will consider how this characterization works in relation to the question of nation-state formation in postSoviet Central Asia. We concentrate on the perceived threats emanating from two supposed sites of fractiousness in the Ferghana Valley: interethnic conflict and interstate boundary disputes. ¶ In the Ferghana Valley of 1990s Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan, transitologists (see above) particularly feared that the region would be torn apart by ethnic conflict. Identifying what they posited as ‘the ethnic basis of the new Central Asian countries’, 58 they assumed that massively violent ethnic clashes were ‘likely to increase in frequency and intensity’. 59 This view was premised upon the assumption that ‘ethnicity’ was a tangible force that overrode any other social element in mapping out the contours of possible futures. These formulations lacked both any attempt to theorize ‘ethnicity’ and any solid empirical basis in research. Rather, they almost without exception relied upon a particularly problematic reading of a number of violent incidents in late Soviet Central Asia. Most significant of these were the June 1990 clashes between Uzbeks and Kyrgyz in the Uzgen and Osh regions of southern Kyrgyzstan. 60 These incidents were taken as examples of the ‘ethnic discord’ which allegedly ‘has always been a major feature of the Central Asian landscape’. 61 More significantly, it was widely assumed that because of these ‘tensions’, 62 ‘Central Asia is sure to pass through a chaotic phase of self-assertion of its peoples’ identities’. 63 ¶ This ‘ethnic conflict’ reading of Central Asia as fractious was buttressed by interpretations of boundary problems in the late 1990s and early 2000s as Central Asian republics either began or accelerated the processes of delimiting and demarcating their international boundaries. From late 1998 onwards Uzbekistan paid greater attention to the control of flows of people and goods over its boundary, closing many minor crossing points, rerouting transport links away from cross-boundary sections, stepping up customs and security checks, and even erecting a 2-metre high barbed-wire perimeter fence along large sections of its Ferghana Valley boundary and mining other stretches. These unilateral moves created great inconvenience for many in the borderlands, leading to frustration and anger at crossings, scuffles between residents and soldiers, fatal shootings of smugglers, and the loss of cattle and life and limb in minefields. McGlinchey grouped these various processes and disputes together and labelled them a ‘low level border war’. 64 In some academic quarters it thus became received wisdom to ascribe danger to ‘the volatile Ferghana Valley’, 65 which for Slim was ‘in the midst of a host of crises’. 66 ¶ This academic portrayal of the Ferghana Valley as dangerous-because-fractious was replicated in other sites of discursive production. Many journalists agreed with the concern expressed by the Institute for War and Peace Reporting that ‘frontier disputes could sow the seeds of inter-ethnic violence’. 67 For Newsweek, reporting on tensions at an Uzbekistan–Kyrgyzstan border crossing, a ‘volatile cocktail of Islam, ethnic hatred, drugs and poverty is ratcheting up tensions in the Ferghana Valley’. 68 This list, though not exhaustive, was typical of a genre that enumerated the supposed threats the valley was facing, the logic apparently being that simply noting them as coincident in the same place was evidence enough that some great conflagration was inevitable. A number of development reports employed similar logic. The US CPA’s 1999 report, Calming the Ferghana Valley, although hurriedly researched and poorly edited, nonetheless bore the imprint both of important US think-tanks (the Council on Foreign Relations and the Century Foundation) and of well-known scholars (Barnett Rubin and Nancy Lubin). Animated by a concern that US access to the region’s putative petrochemical ‘riches’ was threatened by the ‘vulnerable and tense’ Ferghana Valley, the report argued that ‘new violence is likely, indeed, almost certain’. 69 The main evidence for such a strong claim is repeated referral back to unconnected incidents such as the 1990 Uzgen–Osh violence and the 1997 assassination of officials in the city of Namangan. Effectively obscuring social processes in the Ferghana Valley, it is ultimately more revealing of American preoccupations, fears and interests than it is of Central Asia. ¶ The geopolitical vision of Central Asia as dangerously fractious found its way into popular geopolitical visions in the UK and US. Imaginary fractious states that were nonetheless recognizably Central Asian featured as the settings for Gary Shteyngart’s acclaimed comic novel Absurdistan and the 2008 anti-Iraq war Hollywood satire War, Inc., set in ‘Turaqistan’. 70 Similar, if more sober, portrayals of Central Asia as fractious have framed British television documentaries. In 2002–2003 the BBC ran a series of documentaries/travel films on the Central Asian republics entitled ‘Holidays in the danger zone: meet the Stans’. The presenter, Simon Reeve, spent much of his time for the Kyrgyzstan episode in the Osh.¶ Likewise, the 2002 Channel 4 series ‘Twenty-first century unseen wars’ focused on the dangerous potential for ethnic tension and border disputes to trigger ‘confusing and vicious conflicts’ in the Ferghana Valley. The presenter, Sorious Samura, adduced four types of evidence to support his claim. First, he asserted that the population is ethnically mixed, assuming that proximity inevitably leads to conflict. Second, he reminded the viewer that violence had occurred ‘already’ (in 1990), implying inevitability and continuity. Third, he visited a boundary area where Uzbekistan had blocked off a road and erected a checkpoint. Jumping backwards and forwards over the blockade, remarking excitedly how ‘crazy’ it is, he informs the viewer that this issue is one that could ignite the tinderbox of the ethnic mix in this densely populated, poor, Muslim area. To bolster this view, he referred to the 1999 attack on parts of Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan by the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan, claiming: ‘Two and a half years ago there was an armed rebellion across the Ferghana Valley.’ This is a gross distortion, suggesting some widespread, popular uprising, rather than the actions of a small Islamist guerrilla group unrepresentative of popular feeling. ¶ Finally, Samura explained conflict in one place by scripting it in terms of other places. ‘This could be the next Bosnia, Kosovo or Chechnya,’ he asserted. Rather than explain how poorly sketched out social processes and phenomena (such as ethnicity, poverty and migration) could inexorably lead to conflict, he lifted Central Asia and the Ferghana Valley from their actual geographical and historical coordinates by asserting similarities with other fractious places known to the British public through news reporting. Effacing the complex histories and geographies of the Ferghana Valley, his account made no attempt to explain exactly how a particularly boundary or ethnic mix would lead to a war. Like the academic and policy literature that adopts a historical and structural determinism, it simply asserted that violence is probable because ethnic conflicts occurred in the past and the contemporary Ferghana Valley can be considered similar to other fractious places where conflict has occurred. In short, such accounts have no room for politics, for the role of ethnic entrepreneurs in inciting violence, or for local state and non-state authority mechanisms for defusing tension. ¶ This crude rendering of ethnic conflict is sustained by a disregard for more rigorous scholarly research that contests its assumptions and conclusions. Schoeberlein argued that ‘ethnicity’ is a fluid and malleable social process in Central Asia, from which conflict scenarios could not be easily read. 71 Smith was not alone in observing that ‘If the cases of inter-ethnic violence are mapped over the period of the post-Soviet transition, it is clear that the occurrence of new violent ethnic conflicts has declined sharply since the early 1990s.’ 72 Megoran demonstrated how ‘border disputes’ were not simply existing political realities, but processes constructed within contested domestic political discourse with no necessary link to ethnic conflict. 73 In his study of boundary issues in Central Asia, Polat observed that Central Asian states have ‘for the most part resolved the issues virtually on all fronts through sustained efforts since independence’. 74 Indeed, as it turned out, warnings of widespread ethnic fracture proved wide of the mark, based as they were on mis-theorized conceptions of ethnicity and weak or absent empirical research. 75 Moreover, organized political violence in the Ferghana Valley since 1990 has tended to be directed against oppressive state structures, or has occurred in the aftermath of the fall of those structures. This suggests that, while physical danger and structural violence are very much a part of life in the region, the particular account of conflict and insecurity offered by the discourse of danger— where Central Asia is represented as obscure, oriental and fractious—is inaccurate. A more complex story of modern social and political conflict must be told. ¶ The policy and practice of the discourse of danger ¶ Notwithstanding criticism of ethnic conflict analysis from within the academy, some academics, policy-makers and journalists have continued to apply its categories. That the western geopolitical vision regards Central Asia as obscure, oriental and fractious is of great importance when we consider the policy implications of the discourse of danger. These are seen most clearly in the Ferghana Valley region discussed above. This section considers the ethnic violence in Osh in June 2010 before going on to look at how the discourse of danger has affected western development policy with respect to conflict resolution and security assistance in the region. ¶ What about Osh?¶ Doesn’t the horrendous Kyrgyz–Uzbek violence in Osh and Jalalabat in June 2010 prove that our argument is wrong, and that those who predicted largescale violence in the Kyrgyzstani parts of the Ferghana Valley were right? To begin responding to this important objection it is first necessary to recognize the present limits of our knowledge. It is reckoned that several hundred people were murdered, and numerous businesses and homes looted and destroyed by arson. Some 185,000 Uzbeks sought temporary refuge in neighbouring Uzbekistan, and many Kyrgyz families fled elsewhere in Kyrgyzstan. As a semblance of order returned the mass killings ended, but subsequently kidnap, extortion, robbery, arbitrary arrest, dubious trials of suspects, and one-sided and hysterical media reporting have created a climate of fear that is leading large numbers of Uzbeks to seek temporary or permanent refuge abroad. The trigger of the violence is unknown, with rumours and allegations about careful planning beforehand being spread by people on all sides. Having noted this, we would make two points. The first is theoretical. We are suggesting, with critical geopolitical theory, that representations of Central Asia as dangerous are important: they are not just superficial reflections or distortions of deeper realities, but part of those realities. This has been clearly demonstrated by the continuing aftermath of the Osh violence, which in some ways is even more troubling than the initial violence itself. In the weeks following the violence of June 2010, international organizations and media outlets generally narrated an account of Uzbeks endangered by Kyrgyz state and society: some depictions employed words like ‘pogrom’ and ‘genocide’. 76 In keeping with the features of the discourse of danger, some western reporting suggested that the violence was historically and ethno-culturally predisposed, if not determined, with headlines such as ‘Stalin’s deadly legacy’ and reference to the ‘ethnic boiling-pot of Central Asia’. 77 Kyrgyz society, following such reports through the internet, was stung by what it broadly read as misrepresentations that ignored the suffering of Kyrgyz and the putative threat to the Kyrgyz state. It broadly reacted by denying the victimhood of Kyrgyzstani Uzbeks and countenancing a backlash against them. 78 Exceptions exist, but the widely reported initial intercommunal sympathy largely evaporated in a subsequent surge of angry nationalist sentiment. This is making the prospects for future reconciliation and coexistence look bleak. The way we represent Central Asia as dangerous has real impacts upon local realities.¶ This observation, second, points to the discourse of danger’s principal omission: domestic politics. The discourse of danger simply lumps together a series of threats—great power competition, drugs, border disputes, past conflicts, ethnic tensions, etc.—and argues that because they occur in the same place they will inevitably contribute to a conflagration. What the narratives that we have criticized lack are attention to the ingredient that accounts to a significant degree for both the savagery of the June violence and the subsequent antiUzbek backlash: the politics of nationalism. Kyrgyzstan’s first president, Askar Akaev, tried to dampen ethnic nationalism and foster a sense of civic unity that scripted the state as ‘the common home’ of all groups. Pitted against him were a group of nationalistic opposition parliamentarians who regarded Uzbeks and other minorities as fifth columnists, as threats to the territorial integrity of the Kyrgyz state and as impediments to the Kyrgyzification of a tragically ‘Russified’ Kyrgyz elite. Akaev supported Uzbek minorities and had alliances within them, and this led to a sense among many Uzbeks that they had a viable future in Kyrgyzstan—indeed, compared to life in authoritarian Uzbekistan, even an enviable one. Akaev further bolstered his position by curtailing the influence of his nationalistic opponents.¶ Akaev’s suppression of nationalists was an important reason why violence did not recur in the 1990s, contrary to many predictions. Nonetheless, it was the nationalistic opposition that swept to power in the anti-Akaev coup of 2005, putting a new politics of nationalism in place that eroded the position of Uzbeks. As one Kyrgyzstani Uzbek academic, who under Akaev had been quite hopeful for the future of Osh Uzbeks, put it to one of the authors in November 2009: ‘The everyday racism that we experienced under Akaev became under Bakiyev state policy … all it will take is one spark, and the whole thing will explode.’ The May 2010 clashes for control in Jalalabat between, on the one hand, Usen Sydykov and ex-allies of Bakiyev, and, on the other hand, supporters of the ethnic Kyrgyz politician Omurbek Tekebaev and the ethnic Uzbek leader Kadyrjan Batyrov, quickly developed an ethnic dimension. A local journalist reporting from Jalalabat at the time noted that the chances of widespread ethnic violence had increased considerably owing to the nationalist politics that had become more salient since 2005 and the instability which had arisen since the fall of the Bakiyev regime in April 2010. 79 This is not to suggest that the violence could have been predicted but rather that the danger of ethnic conflict is understood better through an analysis that sees it as politically constructed and contingent. 80¶ These two points suggest that the discourse of danger provided the language through which many journalists and commentators communicated an essentialist and historicist reading of ethnic fractiousness over an interpretation which looked at the political dynamics of nationalist politics and state crisis. What can be learned from the lack of large-scale ethnic violence in Osh during the Akaev period, and its ugly reappearance in the post-Bakiyev collapse, is that violence does not occur in a place simply because it is a particular type of place characterized by particular processes and with a particular past. We must beware of simple appeals to general discourses of danger and, through careful research rather than the appeal to cliché, understand and analyse the complex ways in which political contestation endangers Central Asians—and how external discourses of danger can exacerbate such processes.¶ Conflict resolution and security assistance to the Ferghana Valley¶ The significance of the discourse of danger is not simply that it leads to academic and journalistic misinterpretations of events in the region but that it informs and, therefore, deforms western policy and practice. As noted above, in the mid-1990s the Council on Foreign relations established the CPA to address latent conflict before the emergence or re-emergence of civil war. The Ferghana Valley region of Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan was chosen as a laboratory for the new early warning approach on the basis of its perceived history of ethnic conflict. By the time the CPA’s report was published, a proposed major UN conflict prevention initiative, the Ferghana Valley Development Programme, had been cancelled owing to opposition from the government of Uzbekistan. However, despite this opposition and particularly after 9/11 many other international NGO projects to build peace or prevent ethnic conflict were launched. Programmes such as Mercy Corps’ Peaceful Communities Initiative typically targeted clusters of communities of different ethnicities at the borders of the three states of the valley. In an era of the merging of security and development in western policy discourse and practice, these development programmes were accompanied by security assistance, particularly in the area of border management. 81¶ Here we briefly discuss findings from three academic studies of conflict resolution and security assistance practice in the Ferghana Valley in order to substantiate our claim that the discourse of danger deforms policy and, in so doing, endangers Central Asia. First, Megoran and colleagues have critically considered aid to Central Asian border guards from foreign donors such as the US and EU seeking to counter the threat of narcotics smuggling. 82 Assistance improves boundary control infrastructures, from patrol vehicles and scanning machines to training programmes and help in building integrated computer databases to monitor the movement of people. However, smuggling networks commonly operate in alliance with corrupt law enforcement bodies and political elites. Increased border controls expose shuttle-traders and petty smugglers to increased disruption and extortion without seriously affecting the activities of the major players. Accusations of violence and harassment at checkpoints inflame public opinion and harm relations between neighbouring communities. However well-intentioned, these programmes fail to grasp the politics of border control in the region, and thereby exacerbate the hardship of the rural poor and intercommunal tensions.¶ Second, Bichsel has explored international attempts to resolve irrigation disputes in the Ferghana Valley. 83 She shows how a discourse of danger in these initiatives informs essentialist ethnic conflict readings. 84 These approaches miss the complexities of local politics and even subsidize and enhance the authority of local criminal leaders. She takes as the foil for her argument the identification of ‘dangerous divisions’ over resources and along ethnic lines, looking at the creation of international, inter-ethnic water usage associations and the rehabilitation of canals. 85 The community-based organizations (CBOs) she surveyed were designed with little or no thought to local politics. Thus they simply resourced local elites who were battling for control of state power and resources. For example, in the Kyshtut municipality of Batken region, these authorities included the (now deceased) local parliamentarian, businessman and alleged criminal Baiaman Erkinbaev. 86 As Bichsel masterfully shows, aksakals (elders) and ashar (collective labour) serve as mere decorative dressing for international aid in the Ferghana Valley. 87 They are of instrumental purpose for the representation of ‘indigeneity’ in projects conducted, but they are not considered in terms of the kind of authority and substantive legitimacy they may or may not have. 88¶ Third, John Heathershaw’s discussion of peacebuilding activities in Tajikistan tells a similar story. 89 Not only does a discourse of danger misinterpret the nature of conflict and prescribe inappropriate solutions, it works to reproduce itself through processes of practical representation. The CBOs studied by Heathershaw were typically composed of pre-existing groups within the community that were invisible to international programme officers (though not their local staff ) and made their decisions informally, over tea in the mosque or community centre out of the sight of the donors. However, the formal evaluation of these programmes did not question the premises of pre-existing ethnic fracture in the communities and provided an account of the partial success of the programme in terms of the establishment of the formal institution of the CBO. Here the informal triumphed over the formal but in a way that left the formal image of peacebuilding intact. 90 This occurred as a result of various processes through which received wisdoms could be reaffirmed, including quantification of survey findings, narration of success stories and visualization of projects through appealing photographs of formal workshops. These processes simply address the extent to which the preconceived dangers of interethnic tension and lack of resources have been attenuated rather than whether these are the dangers experienced by local people in practice. Broader studies of local political and economic relations have revealed a far more complex story of Tajiks dispossessing Tajiks as ex-commanders have been allowed to capture organs of the state. 91¶ In sum, these three examples show that the discourse of danger is no mere abstract representation of Central Asia but a practical form of knowledge production with potentially dangerous implications for the region’s citizens. This is because it helps shape policy-making, and development aid flows according to a false prospectus of an obscure, oriental and innately fractious Central Asia. On the basis of such a prospectus it is difficult for western governments and international NGOs to make sense of the region. As the examples above show, this can lead to the empowering of ex-warlords and criminal chiefs and the subsidizing of corrupt state agencies. In this way, the discourse of danger creates practices of international aid that are part of the problem rather than part of the solution.¶ Conclusion: a new agenda for Central Asian studies¶ This article has argued that western geopolitical discourse misrepresents and constructs Central Asia as inherently and particularly dangerous. In considering a range of formal, practical and popular sites where such geopolitical knowledge is articulated and the region made knowable to a US and UK audience, we have identified three dimensions of endangerment in the identification of Central Asia as obscure, oriental and fractious. These articulations are pervasive because they are mutually reinforcing. They are not merely objectionable because of their inaccuracies and crudities. From development aid and commercial ties to election observation, security assistance and the funding of academic research and exchanges, many dimensions of western policies towards Central Asia are constituted in terms of these three dimensions of a geopolitical discourse of endangerment. Thus, we contend, the western discourse of danger actually endangers Central Asia in that it informs misguided policy interventions. The discourse of danger shapes much of the language through which knowledge about the region is produced and communicated. ¶ 
Arming Uzbekistan cause Central Asia conflict and draws in Russia

Joshua Kucera, Central Asia and the Caucasus specialist, 3-26-2013, “Are The U.S. And Russia Fueling Tension Between Uzbekistan And Its Neighbors?” EurasiaNet, http://eurasianhub.com/2013/03/27/are-the-u-s-and-russia-fueling-tension-between-uzbekistan-and-its-neighbors/

Allison is obsessed with worst case fantasies --- he’s been making the same predictions for the last 20 years 

Mueller 7—Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies, Mershon Center Professor of Political Science at Ohio State University (John, REACTIONS AND OVERREACTIONS TO TERRORISM: THE ATOMIC OBSESSION, http://polisci.osu.edu/faculty/jmueller/APSA2007.PDF; [Ellipses in original])

Quoting from Governor Kean's Commission report, Allison has ascribed the fact that the United States was surprised on 9/11 to a "failure of imagination" (2006, 36). After exercising his own imagination and examining the nuclear terrorism issue, he proclaims his own "considered judgment" in his book: "on the current path, a nuclear terrorist attack on America in the decade ahead is more likely than not" (2004, 15). He repeats that judgment in an article published two years later without reducing the terminal interval to compensate--apparently the end date is an ever-receding target (2006, 39).3 Actually, he had been in the prediction business on this issue at least as early as 1995 when his imagination induced him boldly to pronounce, "In the absence of a determined program of action, we have every reason to anticipate acts of nuclear terrorism against American targets before this decade is out." If there was a failure to exercise imaginations before the 9/11 attacks, this defect was substantially reversed in the aftermath. Notes Allison, "no one" in the American national security community considered that disaster to be an "isolated occurrence" (2004, 6), and it was apparently inconceivable that the country would go over five years (and counting) without a some sort of repetition. Or even three: it was in 2004 that Charles Krauthammer characterized the post-9/11 period as one in which, "contrary to every expectation and prediction" (and, one might add, fantasy) the second shoe never dropped (2004a). As Rudy Giuliani, New York's mayor on 9/11, reflected in 2005, "Anybody--any one of these security experts, including myself--would have told you on September 11, 2001, we're looking at dozens and dozens and multiyears of attacks like this. It hasn't been quite that bad" (CNN, 22 July 2005). No, not nearly. Precisely what Giuliani's "security experts" were basing their expert opinion on is not entirely clear, but there certainly was no failure--or at any rate, lack--of imagination. There have been plenty of imaginative predictors on other issues as well. World War III is always, and will always remain, possible. However, a prediction in the aftermath of World War II that the planet would go 60 years and more without a repetition of that experience would have been met with derision by the thoughtful alarmists of the time like the imaginative historian Arnold Toynbee: "In our recent Western history war has been following war in an ascending order of intensity; and today it is already apparent that the War of 1939-45 was not the climax of this crescendo movement" (1950, 4). Or by the imaginative futurist H. G. Wells: "the end of everything we call life is close at hand and cannot be evaded" (Wagar 1961, 13n). Or by the imaginative dictator Josef Stalin: "We shall recover in fifteen or twenty years and then we'll have another go at it" (Djilas 1962, 114-15). Or by the imaginative scientist Albert Einstein: "Unless we are able, in the near future, to abolish the mutual fear of military aggression, we are doomed" (1960, 533). Or by the imaginative publishers of Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists who have sported a "doomsday clock" on the cover that has pointedly--and, some might irreverently suggest, pointlessly--remained frozen at a few minutes before midnight for the better part of a century now (see also Mueller 1989, 97-99). Allison's bold, imaginative, and alarming prediction of 2004 may, unlike the one he issued in 1995, prove right. But it also might end up there with that of the imaginative scientist/novelist who assured us nearly 50 years ago that if "the nuclear arms race between the United States and the U.S.S.R. not only continues but accelerates...within, at the most, ten years, some of those bombs are going off" (Snow 1961, 259); or with that of the imaginative University of Chicago political scientist who in 1979 proclaimed, "The world is moving ineluctably towards a third world war--a strategic nuclear war" (Hans J. Morgenthau in Boyle 1985, 73); or with that of the imaginative Harvard pundit who confidently assured us in May 2004 that "we can confidently expect that terrorists will attempt to tamper with our election in November" (Ignatieff 2004, 48). As this experience suggests, it is clearly possible to have a surfeit of imagination and to become obsessed with what Bernard Brodie once labeled in somewhat different context, "worst case fantasies" (1978, 68). Peter Zimmerman and Jeffrey Lewis pointedly conclude a 2006 article by declaring, "just because a nuclear terrorist attack hasn't happened shouldn't give us the false comfort of thinking it won't" (2006, 39). However, just because something terrible is possible shouldn't send us into hysterics thinking it will surely come about. If there has been a "failure of imagination," perhaps it has been in the inability or unwillingness to consider the difficulties confronting the atomic terrorist. Terrorist groups seem to have exhibited only limited desire and even less progress in going atomic. This may be because, after brief exploration, they have discovered that the tremendous effort required is scarcely likely to be successful.

Politics is constituted around signs which attempt to provide coherence and the security of certainty to a naturally chaotic world---the 1AC’s attempt to check the president fails because of inherent limits to language and serves as an ideological smokescreen to conceal imperial advances in presidential power

George 98 Larry N. George, Professor of Political Science at California State University-Long Beach “Seguidvuestro Jefe: The Polemic Supplement and the Pharmacotic Presidency” Theory & Event, Volume 2, Issue 3, 1998

Fantasy, Political Identity, and the Pharmacotic Presidency

The broad and generally positive public embracing of this single executive image is an effect of the play of metonymy, or more precisely synechdoche . In Ragsdale's words,

...the single executive image rests on symbolism -- the president symbolizes the nation, its people, and its government. There is a symbolic equivalence between the president and the public, with the two blurring together as one in presidents' speeches and in media coverage of the office. 34

This synechdoche operates like the ordered structure that articulates what Jacques Lacan calls the object petit a to what he calls fantasy. 35 Much of the power that twentieth century presidents have accumulated derives from the gradual disclosure of this functional position as fantasy.

For Lacan, human experience (including the realm of politics) is constituted around signs, which are linked together through metaphoric, metonymic and other semiotic relations of resemblance and meaning into interlocking chains of signification. Experience is given coherence, order, and ontological depth by an always assumed but unrepresentable link between these signs and desire. Because the network of chains of signifiers and signifieds is never hermeneutically closed or fully coherent in itself, the final, ultimate meaning or significance of any signifier or any experience can never be absolutely guaranteed. Yet for modern subjects, meaningful experience (including the sense of groundedness that Western metaphysics has historically viewed as necessary to political life) rests on the presumption that some master signifier, some ideological anchor ultimately exists, holding the chain of signification and meaning in a coherent, meaningful whole.

The desire for foundation -- for an anchor to hold in check the play of signification, and to arrest the politically disorienting process of the endless and contradictory substitution of meanings -- is both built into the structure of political meaning itself, and at the same impossible to represent or experience directly. Because of this impossibility, there always remains in any ideological system a place for some aspect, part, or element which is necessary in order to make sense of that experience, but which must lie outside the chain of signification, and which must therefore remain unrepresented. One example of this necessary void, this necessary-but-unrepresentable element (the object petit a ) is conventional political identity. When modern (and in a different way postmodern) subjects think of themselves as political agents or actors, the catalogue of identities that they use, or which are used by others, to identify them politically (e.g. "Hispanic", "Republican", "American", "progressive", "soccer mom", etc.) can never fully account for or exhaust their own understanding of their own political identity, because the supplementarity of political identity always exceeds the capacity of its signifier to represent it. (It is impossible, for example, to list fully and without contradiction all the defining characteristics that constitute "Hispanic" or "soccer mom"). Another example, more directly relevant to the present study, is the role of the king in a monarchical political order: the State under absolutism can only exist as a coherent totality so long as the king's body embodies it.

For Lacan, fantasy is the effort to incarnate, represent, or give other coherent, sensible content to the object petit a . For Lacan, fantasy "provides the coordinates of our desire -- which constructs the frame enabling us to desire something.... [T]hrough fantasy we learn how to desire." 36 Zizek gives as an example of political fantasy the Hobbesian, corporatist image of an organic political society: "... a social Body in which the different classes are like extremities, members each contributing to the Whole according to its function -- we may say that 'society as a corporate Body' is the fundamental ideological fantasy." 37 In this case, the corporatist fantasy (and by analogy, all political identities) by means of substitution, displacement, condensation, and metonymy allows the political subject to come to terms with the traumatic possibility that no real political-legal order can guarantee her rights, property, or security other than the network of rhetorical signifying chains that bond subjects in postmodernizing societies together into a simulacrum of political life.

Most writers who use Lacan to analyze political phenomena tend to concentrate on the play of fantasy in its erotic expression - as in the function of the phallus and desire in gendered structures of power. But to understand the relation between the polemic supplement and the pharmacotic presidency, it is necessary to focus on the largely unexplored thanatotic dimension of fantasy, examples of which include the "Jew" in Nazi ideology, "Communism" in US Cold War political mythology, "the Establishment" in 1960s New Left discourse, the men in black helicopters in militia conspiracy theories, or the demonized constructs "Bill and Hillary Clinton" in the pages of the American Spectator . These fantasies give a name and an incarnation to the desire for a demonizable other, a sacrificial object onto which those qualities which are feared and hated in one's own polity can be projected and symbolically combated. 38 They fill out the ultimately unrepresentable object petit a with a fantasy object (whose features, characteristics, and intentions seem identifiable and comprehensible, but upon closer inspection never actually are), and thereby supplement that which would otherwise remain an unsustainable void at the heart of these political ideologies. 39

Over the course of the evolution of the US nationalist imaginary, the country's Lockean and Montesquieuean constitutional framework has allowed Americans to conduct their political affairs as though the increasingly evidently Hobbesian nature of twentieth century American political life were not more and more evident all the time. The role of the president in the transition from the nineteenth to the twentieth century constitutional and political orders was to serve as a fantasy screening the emergence of the twentieth century Hobbesian presidency, a presidency whose position in the political order increasingly came to resemble the functions of the Hobbesian monarch. 40 While recent writers on the presidency have stressed the increasing constraints and limitations on the exercise of presidential power, the focus of the present article is on the dangerous ways that the polemic supplement continues to provide the pharmacotic presidency with tremendous potential political resources that have to date been only partially exploited.

The pharmacotic structure of the polemic supplement is illustrated well by the Constitutional quandaries surrounding the president's war powers. Because the condition of war so radically alters the state of the political order, from the time of the country's founding the authority to call the nation to war and to symbolically represent the nation's unity during the prosecution of wars has remained among the most jealously contested powers of government. Because it breaches in the most potentially dangerous way the political boundary that secures constitutional order from the state of nature, the war prerogative and the polemic supplement that flows from it can never be completely delimited, defined, confined, or inscribed within any written constitution. It is, rather, precisely that impossible element in the constitutional framework which must lie outside the constitutional order itself but which is necessary to it -- the object petit a -- and much of the power of the postmodernizing presidency derives from the impersonation of it as fantasy. The country's wars since the Spanish-American War have thus been increasingly inscribed in the polemic supplement. The political authority and ontologically reconstitutive power of postmodern presidents may be defined by it, in ways we can only now begin to glimpse.

2NC AT Owen/Pragmatism

Owen concludes neg

Owen 2 David, Reader in Political Theory at the University of Southampton “Reorienting International Relations: On Pragmatism, Pluralism and Practical Reasoning”, Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 31, No. 3

The first dimension concerns the relationship between positivist IR theory and postmodernist IR ‘theory’ (and the examples illustrate the claims concerning pluralism and factionalism made in the introduction to this section). It is exhibited when we read Walt warning of the danger of postmodernism as a kind of theoretical decadence since ‘issues of peace and war are too important for the field [of IR] to be diverted into a prolix and self-indulgent discourse that is divorced from the real world’,12 or find Keohane asserting sniffily that Neither neorealist nor neoliberal institutionalists are content with interpreting texts: both sets of theorists believe that there is an international political reality that can be partly understood, even if it will always remain to some extent veiled.13 We should be wary of such denunciations precisely because the issue at stake for the practitioners of this ‘prolix and self-indulgent discourse’ is the picturing of international politics and the implications of this picturing for the epistemic and ethical framing of the discipline, namely, the constitution of what phenomena are appropriate objects of theoretical or other forms of enquiry. The kind of accounts provided by practitioners of this type are not competing theories (hence Keohane’s complaint) but conceptual reproblematisations of the background that informs theory construction, namely, the distinctions, concepts, assumptions, inferences and assertability warrants that are taken for granted in the course of the debate between, for example, neorealists and neoliberal institutionalists (hence the point-missing character of Keohane’s complaint). Thus, for example, Michael Shapiro writes: The global system of sovereign states has been familiar both structurally and symbolically in the daily acts of imagination through which space and human identity are construed. The persistence of this international imaginary has helped to support the political privilege of sovereignty affiliations and territorialities. In recent years, however, a variety of disciplines have offered conceptualizations that challenge the familiar, bordered world of the discourse of international relations.14 The point of these remarks is to call critically into question the background picture (or, to use another term of art, the horizon) against which the disciplinary discourse and practices of IR are conducted in order to make this background itself an object of reflection and evaluation. In a similar vein, Rob Walker argues: Under the present circumstances the question ‘What is to be done?’ invites a degree of arrogance that is all too visible in the behaviour of the dominant political forces of our time. . . . The most pressing questions of the age call not only for concrete policy options to be offered to existing elites and institutions, but also, and more crucially, for a serious rethinking of the ways in which it is possible for human beings to live together.15 The aim of these comments is to draw to our attention the easily forgotten fact that our existing ways of picturing international politics emerge from, and in relation to, the very practices of international politics with which they are engaged and it is entirely plausible (on standard Humean grounds) that, under changing conditions of political activity, these ways of guiding reflection and action may lose their epistemic and/or ethical value such that a deeper interrogation of the terms of international politics is required. Whether or not one agrees with Walker that this is currently required, it is a perfectly reasonable issue to raise. After all, as Quentin Skinner has recently reminded us, it is remarkably difficult to avoid falling under the spell of our own intellectual heritage. . . . As we analyse and reflect on our normative concepts, it is easy to become bewitched into believing that the ways of thinking about them bequeathed to us by the mainstream of our intellectual traditions must be the ways of thinking about them.16 In this respect, one effect of the kind of challenge posed by postmodernists like Michael Shapiro and Rob Walker is to prevent us from becoming too readily bewitched.

2NC AT Kaufman

Kaufman goes neg---image of the enemy causes violence 

Kaufman 9 Stuart J, Prof Poli Sci and IR – U Delaware, “Narratives and Symbols in Violent Mobilization: The Palestinian-Israeli Case,” Security Studies 18:3, p. 433
There are no heroes in this story. Before Camp David, both sides undermined the fundamental premises of the Oslo process, land for peace, with the Israelis grabbing land and the Palestinians withholding peace. At Camp David, the Israelis’ opening position was absurdly stingy on substance, while the Palestinians seemed to reject not just Israeli proposals but Israel itself. After Camp David, those in charge of the guns on both sides—the Israeli mil- itary and Fatah—decided to resort to violence to try to force the other side’s hand. The two sides’ hard-line policies were the result of national identity narratives that created explosive symbolic issues and allowed too little room for either to acknowledge the legitimacy of the other’s concerns, while pre-disposing both sides to believe violence would be effective. As a result, the compromises necessary for a negotiated peace were not politically possible or even well understood by negotiators on either side, while violence was a popular alternative for both.
In sum, narratives of national identity justifying hostility, fears of extinction, and a symbolic politics of extremist mobilization were what drove the escalation of conflict. Arafat was constrained in his negotiations by the symbolic power of the refugee and Jerusalem issues—the former being the centerpiece of the Charter narrative and the latter being the pivotal issue in the Islamist and Declaration narratives. The resulting Palestinian rejection of Israeli symbolic claims on the Temple Mount and indifference to Israeli demographic concerns about a large-scale return of Palestinian refugees convinced Israelis that Palestinians did not accept real peace or Israel’s right to exist.
2NC AT Realism

Realism is inadequate

a.  Wrong Era 

Wright 5 Logan doctoral candidate in Chinese politics and U.S.-China relations at George Washington University in Washington, DC. http://survivedsars.typepad.com/survivedsars/2005/11/offensive_reali_1.html 11-18-05

It would take something like this to bring me out of my blogging slumber, which resulted from a trip to England and a general feeling that I'm behind on other work, so  that I should stay away from blogging for a while.  John Mearsheimer, the godfather of offensive realist theory, has provided a completely  deductive, completely theoretical rejection of the idea of China's peaceful rise into the international system.   When I read this article, I didn't even  know where to start, and how to concisely summarize my criticism.  I'm sure I'll fail to be brief, but I'll start this way: This article could have been written in  1985, 1995, or 2005.  Mearsheimer was well-known for predicting the collapse of NATO at the end of the Cold War (he still claims he's right,  given US-European tension) and the breakup of European integration into hypernationalist or ethnic conflict (again, Mearsheimer claims violence in the  former Yugoslavia in the early 1990s provides support for his argument).  There is a significant debate over whether theories should attempt to explain, predict, or  contribute to understanding of international phenomena, but offensive realism is definitely in the "predictive" category, if only because its  prescriptions are so unidirectional.  In contrast to defensive realists like Robert Jervis, offensive realists argue that security, ultimately, is  scarce, and states, in order to preserve their own security, must actually maximize their power.  Note: not maintain, but maximize.   This is what is so  frustrating about this article.  Mearsheimer lays out the case for great power competition between the United States and China.   China - whether  it remains authoritarian or becomes democratic - is likely to try to dominate Asia the way the US dominates the Western hemisphere.  Specifically, China will  seek to maximise the power gap between itself and its neighbours, especially Japan and Russia. China will want to make sure that it is so powerful that no  state in Asia has the wherewithal to threaten it. It is unlikely that China will pursue military superiority so that it can go on a rampage and conquer other Asian  countries, although that is always possible.  Instead, it is more likely that it will want to dictate the boundaries of acceptable behaviour to neighbouring countries,  much the way the US makes it clear to other states in the Americas that it is the boss. Gaining regional hegemony, I might add, is probably the only way that China  will get Taiwan back.  An increasingly powerful China is also likely to try to push the US out of Asia, much the way the US pushed the European great powers out of  the Western hemisphere. We should expect China to come up with its own version of the Monroe Doctrine, as Japan did in the 1930s.  These policy goals make  good strategic sense for China. Beijing should want a militarily weak Japan and Russia as its neighbours, just as the US prefers a militarily weak Canada and Mexico  on its borders.  Note what Mearsheimer said.  "China will seek to maximise the power gap between itself and its neighbours, especially Japan and Russia."   Maximize?  Really?  Keep in mind, this is the essential prediction of this theory, which is parsimonious, to Mearsheimer's credit.  In light of this, I have a number  of questions for Dr. Mearsheimer.  If your theory is correct... Why would China have so few nuclear weapons?   Why would  Russia agree to sell China significant quantities of military hardware, if they were concerned about great power competition? Why would  China's military modernization efforts be focused intensely on the Taiwan question, rather than larger issues of great-power  competition (a blue-water navy, more ICBMs, etc.)? Why would China attempt to join international institutions, if they are concerned that these  institutions are part of the global economic and political order dominated by the United States? Why would Chinese officials openly claim that they are not interested  in pushing the United States out of Asia, as the US presence provides a level of security essential for China's economic growth? Why would China have  negotiated border settlements with India, Russia, and Kazakhstan on terms that were generally unfavorable to China, given their past  historical positions? Why would China attempt to work within existing international institutions, and campaign actively to join them, rather than attempting to  create their own?   Why would a democratic China still be interested in a military solution to the Taiwan issue?  Why would Taiwan be opposed to reunification in  such a scenario? Keep in mind, in offensive realism, the character of the state involved is not relevant to the analysis.  How long do  we have to wait, Dr. Mearsheimer, before your predictions begin to make sense?  How would this article have been different in 1985 or  1995, rather than 2005?  Are we all just engaging in the Popperian "inductivist illusion" by having the audacity to look at empirical  evidence, rather than living in our deductive theoretical cocoons?  Or is the theory simply a cut too thin, designed to  maximize parsimony at the expense of explaining independent observations?  And by the way, how do you explain the  collapse of the Soviet Union again?
b. Exclusionary epistemology---a totally objective view of reality is impossible 

Grondin 4—master of pol sci and PHD of political studies @ U of Ottowa (David, “(Re)Writing the “National Security State”: How and Why Realists (Re)Built the(ir) Cold War,” http://www.er.uqam.ca/nobel/ieim/IMG/pdf/rewriting_national_security_state.pdf, AMiles) 

In explaining national security conduct, realist discourses serve the violent 6 purposes of the state, as well as legitimizing its actions and reinforcing its hegemony. This is why we must historicize the practice of the analyst and question the “regimes of truth” constructed by realist discourses. When studying a given discourse, one must also study the socio-historical conditions in which it was produced. Realist analysts are part of the subfield of Strategic Studies associated with the Cold War era. Even though it faced numerous criticisms after the Cold War, especially since it proved irrelevant in predicting its end, this subfield retains a significant influence in International Relations – as evidenced, for instance, by the vitality of the journal International Security. Theoretically speaking, Strategic Studies is the field par excellence of realist analyses: it is a way of interpreting the world, which is inscribed in the language of violence, organized in strategy, in military planning, in a military order, and which seek to shape and preserve world order (Klein, 1994: 14). Since they are interested in issues of international order, realist discourses study the balancing and bandwagoning behavior of great powers. Realist analysts believe they can separate object from subject: on this view, it would be possible to abstract oneself from the world in which one lives and studies and to use value-free discourse to produce a non-normative analysis. As Stephen Brooks and William Wohlforth assert, “[s]uch arguments [about American moderation and international benevolence that stress the constraints on American power] are unpersuasive, however, because they fail to acknowledge the true nature of the current international system” (Brooks and Wohlforth, 2002: 31). Thus it would seem that Brooks and Wohlforth have the ability to “know” essential “truths”, as they “know” the “true” nature of the international system. From this vantage point it would even be possible “to set aside  one’s own subjective biases and values and to confront the world on its own terms, with the hope of gaining mastery of that world through a clear understanding that transcends the limits of such personal determinants as one’s own values, class, gender, race, or emotions” (Klein, 1994: 16). However, it is impossible to speak or write from a neutral or transcendental ground: “there are only interpretations – some stronger and some weaker, to be sure – based on argument and evidence, which seems from the standpoint of the interpreter and his or her interlocutor to be ‘right’ or ‘accurate’ or ‘useful’ at the moment of interpretation” (Medhurst, 2000: 10). It is in such realist discourse that Strategic Studies become a technocratic approach determining the foundations of security policies that are disguised as an academic approach above all critical reflection (Klein, 1994: 27-28). Committed to an explanatory logic, realist analysts are less interested in the constitutive processes of states and state systems than in their functional existence, which they take as given. They are more attentive to regulation, through the military uses of force and strategic practices that establish the internal and external boundaries of the states system. Their main argument is that matters of security are the immutable driving forces of global politics. Indeed, most realists see some strategic lessons as being eternal, such as balance of power politics and the quest for national security. For Brooks and Wohlforth, balance of power politics (which was synonymous with Cold War politics in realist discourses) is the norm: “The result — balancing that is rhetorically grand but substantively weak — is politics as usual in a unipolar world” (Brooks and Wohlforth, 2002: 29). National security discourses constitute the “observed realities” that are the grist of neorealist and neoclassical realist theories. These theories rely upon U.S. material power (the perception of U.S. relative material power for neoclassical realists), balance of power, and the global distribution of power to explain and legitimate American national security conduct. Their argument is circular since they depict a reality that is constituted by their own discourse, in addition to legitimizing American strategic behavior. Realists often disagree about the use of force – on military restraint versus military intervention, for example – but the differences pertain to strategies of power, that is, means as opposed to ends. Realist discourses will not challenge the United States’ position as a prominent military power. As Barry Posen maintains, “[o]ne pillar of U.S. hegemony is the vast military power of the United States. […] Observers of the actual capabilities that this effort produces can focus on a favorite aspect of U.S. superiority to make the point that the United States sits comfortably atop the military food chain, and is likely to remain there” (Posen, 2003: 7). Realist analysts “observe” that the U.S. is the world hegemonic power and that no other state can balance that power. In their analyses, they seek to explain how the United States was able to build and lead coalitions in Afghanistan and Iraq with no other power capable of offering military resistance. Barry Posen “neutrally” explains this by emphasizing the United States’ permanent preparation for war: I argue that the United States enjoys command of the commons—command of the sea, space, and air. I discuss how command of the commons supports a hegemonic grand strategy. […] Command means that the United States gets vastly more military use out of the sea, space, and air than do others; that it can credibly threaten to deny their use to others; and that others would lose a military contest for the commons if they attempted to deny them to the United States. Command of the commons is the key military enabler of the U.S. global power position. It allows the United States to exploit more fully other sources of power, including its own economic and military might as well as the economic and military might of its allies. Command of the commons has permitted the United States to wage war on short notice even where it has had little permanent military presence. This was true of the 1991 Persian Gulf War, the 1993 intervention in Somalia, and the 2001 action in Afghanistan (Posen, 2003: 7-9). Moreover, in realist theoretical discourses, transnational non-state actors such as terrorist networks are not yet taken into account. According to Brooks and Wohlforth, they need not be: “Today there is one pole in a system in which the population has trebled to nearly 200” (Brooks and Wohlforth, 2002: 29). In their system, only states are relevant. And what of the Al-Qaida terrorist network? At best, realist discourses accommodate an interstate framework, a “reality” depicted in their writings as an oversimplification of the complex world in which we now live (Kratochwil, 2000).7 In their theoretical constructs, these analysts do not address national or state identity in any substantive way. Moreover, they do not pay attention to the security culture in which they as individuals are embedded8. They rarely if ever acknowledge their subjectivity as analysts, and they proceed as if they were able to separate themselves from their cultural environment. From a poststructuralist perspective, however, it is impossible to recognize all the ways in which we have been shaped by the culture and environment in which we were raised. We can only think or experience the world through a cultural prism: it is impossible to abstract oneself from one’s interpretive cultural context and experience and describe “the world as it is”. There is always an interpretive dimension to knowledge, an inevitable mediation between the “real world” and its representation. This is why American realist analysts have trouble shedding the Cold War mentality in which they were immersed. Yet some scholars, like Brooks and Wohlforth, consciously want to perpetuate it: “Today the costs and dangers of the Cold War have faded into history, but they need to be kept in mind in order to assess unipolarity accurately” (Brooks and Wohlforth, 2002: 30).  

1NR

2NC Framework---Top-Shelf

Having a specific course of action for the alternative isn’t necessary---it’s your job to confuse and frustrate them via a refusal to partake in their politics---alt solvency is proven by the speech act of the 1nc---our framework ensures the fantasy will reveal itself as long as we continue asking questions---this traumatic confrontation creates better policies than the one advanced in the 1AC

Dean 6 Jodi, Prof of Political Science at Hobart and William Smith Colleges, 2006, Zizek’s Politics.  Xviii-xx

Žižek emphasizes that Lacan conceptualized this excessive place, this place without guarantees, in his formula for “the discourse of the analyst” (which I set out in Chapter Two). In psychoanalysis, the analyst just sits there, asking questions from time to time. She is some kind of object or cipher onto which the analysand transfers love, desire, aggression, and knowledge. The analysand, in other words, proceeds through analysis by positing the analyst as someone who knows exactly what is wrong with him and exactly what he should do to get rid of his symptom and get better. But, really, the analyst does not know. Moreover, the analyst steadfastly refuses to provide the analysand with any answers whatsoever. No ideals, no moral certainty, no goals, no choices. Nothing. This is what makes the analyst so traumatic, Žižek explains, the fact that she refuses to establish a law or set a limit, that she does not function as some kind of new master.7 Analysis is over when the analysand accepts that the analyst does not know, that there is not any secret meaning or explanation, and then takes responsibility for getting on with his life. The challenge for the analysand, then, is freedom, autonomously determining his own limits, directly assuming his own enjoyment. So, again, the position of the analyst is in this excessive place as an object through which the analysand works through the analytical process. Why is the analyst necessary in the first place? If she is not going to tell the analysand what to do, how he should be living, then why does he not save his money, skip the whole process, and figure out things for himself? There are two basic answers. First, the analysand is not self-transparent. He is a stranger to himself, a decentered agent “struggling with a foreign kernel.”8 What is more likely than self-understanding, is self-misunderstanding, that is, one’s fundamental misperception of one’s own condition. Becoming aware of this misperception, grappling with it, is the work of analysis. Accordingly, second, the analyst is that external agent or position that gives a new form to our activity. Saying things out loud, presenting them to another, and confronting them in front of this external position concretizes and arranges our thoughts and activities in a different way, a way that is more difficult to escape or avoid. The analyst then provides a form through which we acquire a perspective on and a relation to our selves. Paul’s Christian collectives and Lenin’s revolutionary Party are, for Žižek, similarly formal arrangements, forms “for a new type of knowledge linked to a collective political subject.”9 Each provides an external perspective on our activities, a way to concretize and organize our spontaneous experiences. More strongly put, a political Party is necessary precisely because politics is not given; it does not arise naturally or organically out of the multiplicity of immanent flows and affects but has to be produced, arranged, and constructed out of these flows in light of something larger. In my view, when Žižek draws on popular culture and inserts himself into this culture, he is taking the position of an object of enjoyment, an excessive object that cannot easily be recuperated or assimilated. This excessive position is that of the analyst as well as that of the Party. Reading Žižek as occupying the position of the analyst tells us that it is wrong to expect Žižek to tell us what to do, to provide an ultimate solution or direction through which to solve all the world’s problems. The analyst does not provide the analysand with ideals and goals; instead, he occupies the place of an object in relation to which we work these out for ourselves. In adopting the position of the analyst, Žižek is also practicing what he refers to as “Bartleby politics,” a politics rooted in a kind of refusal wherein the subject turns itself into a disruptive (of our peace of mind!) violently passive object who says, “I would prefer not to.”10 Thus, to my mind, becoming preoccupied with Žižek’s style is like becoming preoccupied with what one’s analyst is wearing. Why such a preoccupation? How is this preoccupation enabling us to avoid confronting the truth of our desire, our own investments in enjoyment? How is complaining that Žižek (or the analyst) will not tell us what to do a way that we avoid trying to figure this out for ourselves?11 Reading Žižek in terms of an excessive object also means seeing his position as analogous to the formal position of the Party. Here it tells us that rather than a set of answers or dictates, Žižek is providing an intervention that cuts through the multiplicity of affects and experiences in which we find ourselves and organizes them from a specific perspective. As we shall see, for Žižek, this perspective is anchored in class struggle as the fundamental antagonism rupturing and constituting the social. So again, he does not give us an answer; he does not know what we should do, but his thought provides an external point in relation to which we can organize, consider, and formalize our experiences as ideological subjects.

Our K is an impact turn to their framework--- policy-focus creates bad decision-makers---our rupture of politics is key 

Gunder et al 9 Aukland University senior planning lecturer, 2009 Michael, Planning in Ten Words or Less: A Lacanian Entanglement with Spatial Planning pgs 111-2

The hegemonic network, or bloc, initially shapes the debates and draws on appropriate policies of desired success, such as the needs of bohemians, knowledge¶ clusters, or talented knowledge workers, as to what constitutes their desired¶ enjoyment (cobblestones, chrome and cappuccinos at sidewalk cafes) and what¶ is therefore lacking in local competitiveness. In tum, this defines what is blighted¶ and dysfunctional and in need of economic, spatial planning, or other, remedy.¶ Such an argument is predicated on a logic, or more accurately a rhetoric, that a¶ lack of a particular defined type of enjoyment, or competitiveness (for surely they¶ are one and the same) is inherently unhealthy for the aggregate social body. Lack¶ and its resolution are generally presented as technical, rather than political issues.¶ Consequently, technocrats in partnership with their "dominant stakeholders” can¶ ensure the impression of rationally seeking to produce happiness for the many, whilst, of course, achieving their stakeholders' specific interests (Gunder and¶ Hillier 2007a, 469). The current “post-democratic” milieu facilitates the above through avoidance of critical policy debate challenging favoured orthodox positions and policy¶ approaches. Consideration of policy deficiencies, or alternative “solutions”, are  eradicated from political debate so that while “token institutions of liberal democracy”:¶ are retained, conflicting positions and arguments are negated (Stavrakakis 2003,¶ 59). Consequently, “the safe names in the field who feed the policy orthodoxy are¶ repeatedly used, or their work drawn upon, by different stakeholders, while more critical voices are silenced by their inability to shape policy debates' (Boland 2007,¶ 1032). The economic development or spatial planning policy analyst thus continues to partition reality ideologically by deploying only the orthodox "˜successful' or¶ "best practice' economic development or spatial planning responses. This further¶ maintains the dominant, or hegemonic, status quo while providing "a cover and¶ shield against critical thought by acting in the manner of a "buffer" isolating the  political held from any research that is independent and radical in its conception¶ as in its implications for public policy' (Wacquant 2004, 99). At the same time, adoption of the hegemonic orthodoxy tends to generate similar policy responses¶ for every competing local area or city-region, largely resulting in a zero-sum game¶ (Blair and Kumar 1997).

Empirics prove roleplaying isn’t necessary to achieve change

Bilgin 5 Assistant Prof of International Relations at Bilkent University, REGIONAL SECURITY IN THE MIDDLE EAST A CRITICAL PERSPECTIVE, p54-

Critical approaches view non-state actors, in particular, social movements and intellectuals, as potential agents for change (Cox 1981, 1999; Walker 1990b; Hoffman 1993; Wyn Jones 1995a, 1999). This echoes feminist approaches that have emphasised the role of women’s agency and maintained that ‘women must act in the provision of their own security’ if they are to make a change in a world where their security needs and concerns are marginalised (Tickner 1997; also see Sylvester 1994). This is not necessarily wishful thinking on the part of a few academics; on the contrary, practice indicates that peoples (as individuals and social groups) have taken certain aspects of their own and others’ security into their own hands (Marsh 1995: 130–5; Turner 1998). Three successful examples from the Cold War era – the Nestlé boycott, the anti-apartheid campaign for South Africa and the campaign against nuclear missile deployments in Europe – are often viewed as having inspired the social movements of the post-Cold War era (Lopez et al. 1997: 230–1; Marsh 1995). Christine Sylvester (1994) has also pointed to the examples of the Greenham Common Peace Camp in Britain (1980–89) and women’s producer cooperatives in Harare, Zimbabwe (1988–90) to show how women have intervened to enhance their own and others’ security. These are excellent examples of how a broader conception of security needs to be coupled with a broader conception of agency. It should be noted here that the call of critical approaches for looking at the agency of non-state actors should not be viewed as allocating tasks to preconceived agents. Rather, critical approaches aim to empower nonstate actors (who may or may not be aware of their own potential to make a change) to constitute themselves as agents of security to meet this broadened agenda. Nor should it be taken to suggest that all non-state actors’ practices are emancipatory. Then, paying more attention to the agency of non-state actors will enable students of security to see how, in the absence of interest at the governmental level (as is the case with the Middle East), non-state actors could imagine, create and nurture community-building projects and could help in getting state-level actors interested in the formation of a security community. It should, however, be noted that not all non-state actors are community-minded – just as not all governments are sceptical of the virtues of community building. Indeed, looking at the agency of nonstate actors is also useful because it enables one to see how non-state actors could stall community-building projects. In the Middle East, women’s movements and networks have been cooperating across borders from the beginning of the Intifada onwards. Women’s agency, however, is often left unnoticed, because, as Simona Sharoni (1996) has argued, the eyes of security analysts are often focused on the state as the primary security agent. However, the Intifada was marked by Palestinian and Israeli-Jewish women’s adoption of non-zerosum, non-military practices that questioned and challenged the boundaries of their political communities as they dared to explore new forms of political communities (Mikhail-Ashrawi 1995; Sharoni 1995). Such activities included organising a conference entitled ‘Give Peace a Chance – Women Speak Out’ in Brussels in May 1989. The first of its kind, the conference brought together about 50 Israeli and Palestinian women from the West Bank and Gaza Strip together with PLO representatives to discuss the Israeli–Palestinian conflict. The follow-up event took place in Jerusalem in December 1989 where representatives of the Palestinian Women’s Working Committees and the Israeli Women and Peace Coalition organised a women’s day for peace which, Sharoni noted, ‘culminated in a march of 6,000 women from West to East Jerusalem under the banner “Women Go For Peace”’ (Sharoni 1996: 107). Aside from such events that were designed to alert public opinion of the unacceptability of the Israel/Palestine impasse as well as finding alternative ways of peacemaking, women also undertook direct action to alleviate the condition of Palestinians whose predicament had been worsening since the beginning of the Intifada (Mikhail-Ashrawi 1995). In this process, they were aided by their Western European counterparts who provided financial, institutional as well as moral support. In sum, women’s agency helped make the Intifada possible on the part of the Palestinian women, whilst their Israeli- Jewish counterparts helped enhance its impact by way of questioning the moral boundaries of the Israeli state. The Intifada is also exemplary of how non-state actors could initiate processes of resistance that might later be taken up by policy-makers. The Intifada began in 1987 as a spontaneous grassroots reaction to the Israeli occupation and took the PLO leadership (along with others) by surprise. It was only some weeks into the Intifada that the PLO leadership embraced it and put its material resources into furthering the cause, which was making occupation as difficult as possible for the Israeli government. Although not much came out of the Intifada in terms of an agree- ment with Israel on issues of concern for the people living in the occupied territories, the process generated a momentum that culminated in 1988 with the PLO’s denouncement of terrorism. The change in the PLO’s policies, in turn, enabled the 1993 Oslo Accords, which was also initiated by non-state actors, in this case intellectuals (Sharoni 1996). The point here is that it has been a combination of top-down and bottom-up politics that has been at the heart of political change, be it the 1989 revolutions in Eastern Europe, or Intifada in Israel/Palestine. Emphasising the roles some non-state actors, notably women’s networks, have played as agents of security is not to suggest that all non-state agents’ practices are non-zero-sum and/or non-violent. For instance, there are the cases of Islamist movements such as FIS (the Islamic Salvation Front) in Algeria and Hamas in the Occupied Territories that have resorted, over the years, to violent practices as a part of their strategies that were designed to capture the state mechanism. However, although they may constitute threats to security in the Middle East in view of their violent practices, what needs to be remembered is that both FIS and Hamas function as providers for security for some peoples in the Middle East – those who are often neglected by their own states (Esposito 1995: 162–83). In other words, some Islamist movements do not only offer a sense of identity, but also propose alternative practices and provide tangible economic, social and moral support to their members. However, the treatment women receive under the mastery of such Islamist movements serves to remind us that there clearly are problems involved in an unthinking reliance on non-governmental actors as agents for peace and security or an uncritical adoption of their agendas. Middle Eastern history is replete with examples of non-state actors resorting to violence and/or adopting zero-sum practices in the attempt to capture state power. In fact, it is often such violent practices of nonstate actors (that is, terrorism or assassination of political leaders) that are mentioned in security analyses. Nevertheless, the fact that not all non-state actors are fit to take up the role of serving as agents of emancipatory change should not lead one to downplay the significant work some have done in the past, and could do in the future. After all, not all states serve as providers of security; yet Security Studies continues to rely on their agency. Then, in order to be able to fulfil the role allocated to them by critical approaches, non-state actors should be encouraged to move away from traditional forms of resistance that are based on exclusionist identities, that solely aim to capture state power or that adopt zero-sum thinking and practices. Arguably, this is a task for intellectuals to fulfil. This is not to suggest that intellectuals should direct or instruct non-state actors. As Wyn Jones (1999: 162) has noted, the relationship between intellectuals and social movements is based on reciprocity. The 1980s’ peace movements, for instance, are good examples of intellectuals getting involved with social movements in bringing about change – in this case, the end of the Cold War (Galtung 1995; Kaldor 1997). The relationship between intellectuals and peace movements in Europe was a mutually interactive one in that the intellectuals encouraged and led whilst drawing strength from these movements. Emphasising the mutually interactive relationship between intellectuals and social movements should not be taken to suggest that to make a change, intellectuals should get directly involved in political action. They could also intervene to provide a critique of the existing situation, what future outcomes may result if necessary action is not taken at present, and by pointing to potential for change immanent in world politics. Students of security could help create the political space that would enable the emergence of a Gorbachev, by presenting such critique. It should, however, be emphasised that such thinking should be anchored in the potential immanent in world politics. In other words, intellectuals should be informed by the practices of social movements themselves (as was the case in Europe in the 1980s). The hope is that non-state actors such as social movements and intellectuals (who may or may not be aware of their potential to make a change) may constitute themselves as agents when presented with an alternative reading of their situation. Lastly, intellectuals could make a change even if they limit their practices to thinking, writing and self-reflection. During the Cold War very few security analysts were conscious and open about the impact their thinking and writing could make. Richard Wyn Jones cites the example of Edward N. Luttwak as one such exception who admitted that ‘strategy is not a neutral pursuit and its only purpose is to strengthen one’s own side in the contention of nations’ (cited in Wyn Jones 1999: 150). Still, such explicit acknowledgement of the political dimension of strategic thinking was rare during the Cold War. On the contrary, students of International Relations in general and Security Studies in particular have been characterised by limited or no self-reflection as to the potential impact their research could make on the subject of research (Wyn Jones 1999: 148–50). To go back to the argument made above about the role of the intellectual as an agent of security and the mutually constitutive relationship between theory and practice, students of critical approaches to security could function as agents of security by way of reflecting upon the practical implications of their own thinking and writing. Self-reflection becomes crucial when the relationship between theory and practice is conceptualised as one of mutual constitution. State-centric approaches to security do not simply reflect a reality ‘out there’ but help reinforce statism. Although it may be true that the consequences of these scholarly activities are sometimes ‘unintended’, there nevertheless should be a sense of selfreflection on the part of scholars upon the potential consequences of their research and teaching. The point here is that critical approaches that show an awareness of the socially constructed character of ‘reality’ need not stop short of reflecting upon the constitutive relationship between theory and practice when they themselves are theorising about security. Otherwise, they run the risk of constituting ‘threats to the future’ (Kubálková 1998: 193–201).

1NR Permutation (0:45)

The permutation’s attempt to reform and civilize security is doomed

Neocleous, Prof of Gov, 8 [Mark Neocleous, Prof. of Government @ Brunel, Critique of Security, 185-6]

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 can not 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-encom passing that it marginalises all else, most notably the constructive  conﬂicts, debates and discussions that animate political life. The con stant 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 re afﬁrming 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  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 con ception 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 

2NC AT Alt Isn’t Political

Your role as an intellectual is more effective at generating social and political change—this is especially true given our role as students and not policymakers 

Bilgin 5 Assistant Prof of International Relations at Bilkent University, REGIONAL SECURITY IN THE MIDDLE EAST A CRITICAL PERSPECTIVE, p54-

The point is that a broader security agenda requires students of security to look at agents other than the state, such as social movements, nongovernmental organisations (NGOs) and individuals, instead of restricting their analysis to the state’s agency. This is essential not only because states are not always able (or willing) to fulfil their side of the bargain in providing for their citizens’ security, as noted above, but also because there already are agents other than states – be it social movements or intellectuals – who are striving to provide for the differing needs of peoples (themselves and others). This is not meant to deny the salience of the roles states play in the realm of security; on the contrary, they remain significant actors with crucial roles to play.25 Rather, the argument is that the state’s dominant position as an actor well endowed to provide (certain dimensions of) security does not justify privileging its agency. Furthermore, broadening the security agenda without attempting a reconceptualisation of agency would result in falling back upon the agency of the state in meeting non-military threats. The problem with resorting to the agency of the state in meeting non-military threats is that states may not be the most suitable actors to cope with them. In other words, the state being the most qualified actor in coping with some kinds of threats does not necessarily mean it is competent (or willing) enough to cope with all. This is why students of critical approaches aim to re-conceptualise agency and practice. Critical approaches view non-state actors, in particular, social movements and intellectuals, as potential agents for change (Cox 1981, 1999; Walker 1990b; Hoffman 1993; Wyn Jones 1995a, 1999). This echoes feminist approaches that have emphasised the role of women’s agency and maintained that ‘women must act in the provision of their own security’ if they are to make a change in a world where their security needs and concerns are marginalised (Tickner 1997; also see Sylvester 1994). This is not necessarily wishful thinking on the part of a few academics; on the contrary, practice indicates that peoples (as individuals and social groups) have taken certain aspects of their own and others’ security into their own hands (Marsh 1995: 130–5; Turner 1998). Three successful examples from the Cold War era – the Nestlé boycott, the anti-apartheid campaign for South Africa and the campaign against nuclear missile deployments in Europe – are often viewed as having inspired the social movements of the post-Cold War era (Lopez et al. 1997: 230–1; Marsh 1995). Christine Sylvester (1994) has also pointed to the examples of the Greenham Common Peace Camp in Britain (1980–89) and women’s producer cooperatives in Harare, Zimbabwe (1988–90) to show how women have intervened to enhance their own and others’ security. These are excellent examples of how a broader conception of security needs to be coupled with a broader conception of agency. It should be noted here that the call of critical approaches for looking at the agency of non-state actors should not be viewed as allocating tasks to preconceived agents. Rather, critical approaches aim to empower nonstate actors (who may or may not be aware of their own potential to make a change) to constitute themselves as agents of security to meet this broadened agenda. Nor should it be taken to suggest that all non-state actors’ practices are emancipatory. Then, paying more attention to the agency of non-state actors will enable students of security to see how, in the absence of interest at the governmental level (as is the case with the Middle East), non-state actors could imagine, create and nurture community-building projects and could help in getting state-level actors interested in the formation of a security community. It should, however, be noted that not all non-state actors are community-minded – just as not all governments are sceptical of the virtues of community building. Indeed, looking at the agency of nonstate actors is also useful because it enables one to see how non-state actors could stall community-building projects. In the Middle East, women’s movements and networks have been cooperating across borders from the beginning of the Intifada onwards. Women’s agency, however, is often left unnoticed, because, as Simona Sharoni (1996) has argued, the eyes of security analysts are often focused on the state as the primary security agent. However, the Intifada was marked by Palestinian and Israeli-Jewish women’s adoption of non-zerosum, non-military practices that questioned and challenged the boundaries of their political communities as they dared to explore new forms of political communities (Mikhail-Ashrawi 1995; Sharoni 1995). Such activities included organising a conference entitled ‘Give Peace a Chance – Women Speak Out’ in Brussels in May 1989. The first of its kind, the conference brought together about 50 Israeli and Palestinian women from the West Bank and Gaza Strip together with PLO representatives to discuss the Israeli–Palestinian conflict. The follow-up event took place in Jerusalem in December 1989 where representatives of the Palestinian Women’s Working Committees and the Israeli Women and Peace Coalition organised a women’s day for peace which, Sharoni noted, ‘culminated in a march of 6,000 women from West to East Jerusalem under the banner “Women Go For Peace”’ (Sharoni 1996: 107). Aside from such events that were designed to alert public opinion of the unacceptability of the Israel/Palestine impasse as well as finding alternative ways of peacemaking, women also undertook direct action to alleviate the condition of Palestinians whose predicament had been worsening since the beginning of the Intifada (Mikhail-Ashrawi 1995). In this process, they were aided by their Western European counterparts who provided financial, institutional as well as moral support. In sum, women’s agency helped make the Intifada possible on the part of the Palestinian women, whilst their Israeli- Jewish counterparts helped enhance its impact by way of questioning the moral boundaries of the Israeli state. The Intifada is also exemplary of how non-state actors could initiate processes of resistance that might later be taken up by policy-makers. The Intifada began in 1987 as a spontaneous grassroots reaction to the Israeli occupation and took the PLO leadership (along with others) by surprise. It was only some weeks into the Intifada that the PLO leadership embraced it and put its material resources into furthering the cause, which was making occupation as difficult as possible for the Israeli government. Although not much came out of the Intifada in terms of an agree- ment with Israel on issues of concern for the people living in the occupied territories, the process generated a momentum that culminated in 1988 with the PLO’s denouncement of terrorism. The change in the PLO’s policies, in turn, enabled the 1993 Oslo Accords, which was also initiated by non-state actors, in this case intellectuals (Sharoni 1996). The point here is that it has been a combination of top-down and bottom-up politics that has been at the heart of political change, be it the 1989 revolutions in Eastern Europe, or Intifada in Israel/Palestine. Emphasising the roles some non-state actors, notably women’s networks, have played as agents of security is not to suggest that all non-state agents’ practices are non-zero-sum and/or non-violent. For instance, there are the cases of Islamist movements such as FIS (the Islamic Salvation Front) in Algeria and Hamas in the Occupied Territories that have resorted, over the years, to violent practices as a part of their strategies that were designed to capture the state mechanism. However, although they may constitute threats to security in the Middle East in view of their violent practices, what needs to be remembered is that both FIS and Hamas function as providers for security for some peoples in the Middle East – those who are often neglected by their own states (Esposito 1995: 162–83). In other words, some Islamist movements do not only offer a sense of identity, but also propose alternative practices and provide tangible economic, social and moral support to their members. However, the treatment women receive under the mastery of such Islamist movements serves to remind us that there clearly are problems involved in an unthinking reliance on non-governmental actors as agents for peace and security or an uncritical adoption of their agendas. Middle Eastern history is replete with examples of non-state actors resorting to violence and/or adopting zero-sum practices in the attempt to capture state power. In fact, it is often such violent practices of nonstate actors (that is, terrorism or assassination of political leaders) that are mentioned in security analyses. Nevertheless, the fact that not all non-state actors are fit to take up the role of serving as agents of emancipatory change should not lead one to downplay the significant work some have done in the past, and could do in the future. After all, not all states serve as providers of security; yet Security Studies continues to rely on their agency. Then, in order to be able to fulfil the role allocated to them by critical approaches, non-state actors should be encouraged to move away from traditional forms of resistance that are based on exclusionist identities, that solely aim to capture state power or that adopt zero-sum thinking and practices. Arguably, this is a task for intellectuals to fulfil. This is not to suggest that intellectuals should direct or instruct non-state actors. As Wyn Jones (1999: 162) has noted, the relationship between intellectuals and social movements is based on reciprocity. The 1980s’ peace movements, for instance, are good examples of intellectuals getting involved with social movements in bringing about change – in this case, the end of the Cold War (Galtung 1995; Kaldor 1997). The relationship between intellectuals and peace movements in Europe was a mutually interactive one in that the intellectuals encouraged and led whilst drawing strength from these movements. Emphasising the mutually interactive relationship between intellectuals and social movements should not be taken to suggest that to make a change, intellectuals should get directly involved in political action. They could also intervene to provide a critique of the existing situation, what future outcomes may result if necessary action is not taken at present, and by pointing to potential for change immanent in world politics. Students of security could help create the political space that would enable the emergence of a Gorbachev, by presenting such critique. It should, however, be emphasised that such thinking should be anchored in the potential immanent in world politics. In other words, intellectuals should be informed by the practices of social movements themselves (as was the case in Europe in the 1980s). The hope is that non-state actors such as social movements and intellectuals (who may or may not be aware of their potential to make a change) may constitute themselves as agents when presented with an alternative reading of their situation. Lastly, intellectuals could make a change even if they limit their practices to thinking, writing and self-reflection. During the Cold War very few security analysts were conscious and open about the impact their thinking and writing could make. Richard Wyn Jones cites the example of Edward N. Luttwak as one such exception who admitted that ‘strategy is not a neutral pursuit and its only purpose is to strengthen one’s own side in the contention of nations’ (cited in Wyn Jones 1999: 150). Still, such explicit acknowledgement of the political dimension of strategic thinking was rare during the Cold War. On the contrary, students of International Relations in general and Security Studies in particular have been characterised by limited or no self-reflection as to the potential impact their research could make on the subject of research (Wyn Jones 1999: 148–50). To go back to the argument made above about the role of the intellectual as an agent of security and the mutually constitutive relationship between theory and practice, students of critical approaches to security could function as agents of security by way of reflecting upon the practical implications of their own thinking and writing. Self-reflection becomes crucial when the relationship between theory and practice is conceptualised as one of mutual constitution. State-centric approaches to security do not simply reflect a reality ‘out there’ but help reinforce statism. Although it may be true that the consequences of these scholarly activities are sometimes ‘unintended’, there nevertheless should be a sense of selfreflection on the part of scholars upon the potential consequences of their research and teaching. The point here is that critical approaches that show an awareness of the socially constructed character of ‘reality’ need not stop short of reflecting upon the constitutive relationship between theory and practice when they themselves are theorising about security. Otherwise, they run the risk of constituting ‘threats to the future’ (Kubálková 1998: 193–201).

STOP HERE IF NO TIME

Only the alternative can lead to effective political change

Bracher 94 Mark Bracher is a associate professor of English and associate director of the Center for Literature and Psychoanalysis at Kent State University, “On the Psychological and Social Functions of Language: Lacan's Theory of the Four Discourses,” Lacanian Theory of Discourse Subject, Structure, and Society Edited by Mark Bracher et al, 123-128

The Discourse of the Analyst It is thus the discourse of the Analyst that, according to Lacan, offers the only ultimately effective means of countering the psychological and social tyranny exercised through language. It does so because it puts receivers of its message in the position of assuming and enacting the $—that is, their own alienation, anxiety, shame, desire, symptom—and of responding to this $ by producing new master signifiers (5,), ultimate values, formulations of their identity or being: a —> $ — — S2 S1 Such production does not constitute a radical break with tyranny and an accession to freedom, for the subject remains in thrall to a master signifier. This means that what is produced in the discourse of the Analyst is another discourse of the Master, thus rendering the process circular rather than progressive. There is a crucial difference, however, in this new discourse of the Master: its master signifiers are produced by the subject rather than imposed upon the subject from the outside. In this way one "shifts gears," as Lacan puts it. The analytic discourse, that is, makes it possible to produce a master signifier that is a little less oppressive, because it is of a different style (205), a style that, we might surmise, is less absolute, exclusive, and rigid in its establishment of the subject's identity, and more open, fluid, processual-constituted, in a word, by relativity and textuality. The discourse of the Analyst is able to promote such a response and production because it is opposed to all will of mastery (79), engaging in a continuous flight from meaning and closure, in a displacement that never ceases (171) (which does not mean, however, that the analysand never reaches any kind of closure). The discourse of the Analyst does this by placing in the dominant position the a, precisely what has been excluded from symbolization (48) and suppressed by the discourse of the Master. The analyst, that is, works first to elicit from the patient a discourse with a hysterical structure (35-36), that is, a discourse in which the alienated subject-the subject of shame, anxiety, meaningless, or desire-is revealed. This manifestation of the divided subject occurs not only in the thematic content of the patient's discourse-that is, in confessions about desire, frustration, anxiety, shame, or other symptoms- but also in the style of the patient's speech, that is, in the particu lar nature of the images, the syntax, the self-reference, and the other reference employed by the patient, and also in whatever ellipses and parapraxias might occur. The analyst responds to this hysterical discourse of the patient in such a way as to illuminate and emphasize what has been left out, repressed-that is, the a. This response of the analyst may not involve any explicit interpretation at all; it may consist simply in a punctuation of the patient's speech produced by ending the session or uttering an exclamation at a particular point in the patient's speech. Or it may occur as the forebearance of naming-as the silent witness that the analyst bears to the patient's speech and to the transference elicited by the fact that the patient supposes the analyst to have knowl edge of why the patient suffers, what the patient desires, and what will answer to this suffering and/or desire. Whatever the specific response of the analyst, it is efficacious to the extent that it represents to the patient the effect of what has been left out of discourse-that is, the a (48), the cause of the patient's desire (205). It is being confronted with this rejected element that produces the depth and intensity of self-division or alienation necessary for patients to want to separate themselves from some of the alienating master signifers (which embody these patients' symbolic identifications) and produce new master signifiers—identifications that are less exclusive, restrictive, and conflictual. The analyst's activity of interpretation-that is, of representing the a, cause of the patient's desire-is sustained by the analyst's implicit knowledge, S2, in the place of truth. This knowledge, Lacan says, can be either the analyst's already acquired knowledge (38)-for example, of the Oedipus complex (113) -which functions as the basis of analytic sallior-faire, or it may be knowledge acquired from listening to the analysand (38)-that is, specific knowledge of the analysand's particular psychic economy and of the nature of the analysand's a. In either case, this knowledge is very different from those found in the discourses of the University and of the Master. It is what Lacan calls a mythic knowledge. While the knowledge of Master and University discourses-or mathematical knowledge, as Lacan characterizes it-emphasizes identities as absolute and self-referential, mythic knowledge emphasizes relationships (102-4). Logical, mathematical knowledge thus forms a completely coherent but static, tautological (i.e., self-referential, self-enclosed) system, and it is precisely such a knowledge/system that, rejecting truth as dynamic, produces the a. Mythic knowledge, on the other hand-that is, the form of the knowledge that constitutes the truth of the discourse of the Analyst, and is repressed by the patient-is a disjoint knowledge, a form that is completely alien to the discourse of science (103-4). In the mythic knowledge of the discourse of the Analyst, that is, "the truth only shows itself in an alternation of things that are strictly opposed, which it is necessary to make turn around each other" (127). It is only the mythic form of knowledge that can avoid excluding the a, because it offers not absolute, clearly established, selfreferential identities, but rather a system of oppositions embodied in images and fantasies that offer no unequivocal identities, meanings, or values. It is this basis in the mythic, unconscious knowledge that allows the enactor of the discourse of the Analyst to discover and express the a, cause of desire, to which this knowledge bears mute witness. And this position of the analyst, Lacan indicates, can be taken up with regard not only to individual subjects but also in relation to society as a whole. Taking up such a position provides the only real chance, in Lacan's view, to produce a real revolution in relation to the discourse of the Master. The best thing to do to bring about revolution is to be not anarchists but analysts, Lacan says. Operating from the position of an analyst with regard to culture means reading the various, mutually disjoint and even contradictory discourses of a culture in order to reveal the a, unconscious fantasy, cause of desire, which operates from behind the facade of the master signifiers and the entire signifying apparatus. By exposing the real that the system of signifiers, and particularly the master signifiers, fail to grasp, one can interpellate subjects to an activation of their alienated condition, their non identity with their master signifiers, and thus create an impetus for the production of new master signifiers. What must be done, essentially, is to reveal to the subjects of a society that what they are asking for (and perhaps think they are getting) in their values, ideals, conscious desires, and identifications is not the only expression or even the most truthful embodiment of what they really want-that what they really want is not, per se, the actualization of a particular ideal, the satisfaction of a specific desire, the realization of a certain identity, or the establishment of a given value, but rather the enactment of a particular fantasy, which ultimately means occupying a particular position as object of the Other's desire and jouissance. The Uses of Lacan's Schema of Discourse The value of Lacan's theory of the four discourses should be evident. Its greatest contribution should be in the area of ideology critique or cultural criticism, for more than any other rhetorical theory, Lacan's model provides the means for explaining how a given text moves people. One reason it is able to surpass other approaches on this score is that its formulation of four cardinal factors of discourse-knowledge-system, master signifier, alienated subject, and remainder-unites psychic structure, the ground of motivation, with semiotic phenomena and discursive structure in a single model. This synthesis allows for an analysis of discourse that views every linguistic and discursive phenomenon in terms of the role it might play in the full range of psychological and social functions and structures that underlie human motivation on various planes-including identity, identification, ideals, values, alienation, anxiety, shame, desire, and fantasy. A second advantage of Lacan's model is its rigorously dialogical structure, which establishes definite, determinative links between the dominant and subordinate linguistic-psychological factors of the sender of a message and the dominant and subordinate factors that a given discourse summons forth in the receiver. In prompting us to identify the dominant element in a discourse (S2, S1, $, or a), Lacan's model immediately tells us where to look for (1) the repressed factor in the sender of the discourse and (2) the elements that the receivers of the discourse are called upon (a) to assume or enact and (b) to produce. In short, Lacan's theory can provide the means of determining the dialogical discursive Structure of any given speech act, text, or discourse, and on that basis, the means for gauging the psychological and (thereby) social-political functions it might serve for its producers, as well as the psychological and (thereby) social-political impact it might have on various types of receiving subjects. In doing this, Lacan's schema not only allows us to expose the ideological force of a discourse; it also puts us in a position to intervene more effectively either to counter or to promote that force. The implications for the study of discourse are thus profound and wide ranging. Lacan's model offers the means for a clearer understanding, for example, of how sermons and political speeches can stir some people to a frenzy and even change radically their behavior, or, conversely, leave people unmoved. Lacan's model can guide the way to a clearer understanding of how the discourses of science (physical and social) work to reinforce a sense of identity and security or, conversely, induce a state of anxiety. It can help us understand how education works, and why it often doesn't, at least not in the intended manner. In brief, Lacan's schema of discourse puts us in a position both to understand and to alter the effects not only of obviously moving, hortatory forms of discourse, such as sermons, political speeches, and other forms of propaganda, but also the more expository (and often seemingly objec tive) discourses of science, history, and biography. In doing so, Lacan's schema offers us a basis for making some crucial distinctions and interventions in what still remains, for rhetoricians as well as the general populace, the largely amorphous and invisible sea of discourse in which we spend most of our days swimming blindly, carried along by massive currents of which we are ignorant.

