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plan: The United States federal government should pull out all military and police  presence from iraq.

Contention 1: Inherency

Troops will remain in Iraq long after withdrawal. There will be 58 permanent bases, the same model used by the British Empire to colonize Iraq. 

Margolis 09 [Eric Margolis, Journalist, March 2 2009, Toronto Sun, Strong]
Barack Obama won the votes of many Americans by promising to swiftly end the Iraq War and bring U.S. troops home. He denounced George W. Bush's invasion of Iraq as a "violation of international law."  So will U.S. troops leave Iraq? Will those responsible for this trumped-up war face justice?  No, on both counts.  President Obama says U.S. combat troops will leave Iraq by the end of 2011. However, the U.S. military occupation will not end. What we are seeing is a public relations shell game.  The U.S. has 142,000 soldiers and nearly 100,000 mercenaries occupying Iraq. Obama's plan calls for withdrawing the larger portion of the U.S. garrison but leaving 50,000-60,000 troops in Iraq.  To get around his promise to withdraw all "combat" troops, the president and his advisers are rebranding the stay-behind garrison as "training troops, protection for American interests, and counterterrorism forces."  At a time when the U.S. is bankrupt and faces a $1.75 trillion deficit, the Pentagon's gargantuan $664 billion budget (50% of total global military spending) will grow in 2009 and 2010 by another $200 billion to pay for the occupation of Iraq and Obama's expanded war in Afghanistan. Throw in another $40 billion to $50 billion for the CIA and other intelligence agencies.  Obama insists the U.S. will withdraw from Iraq. But his words are belied by the Pentagon, which continues to expand bases in Iraq, including Balad and Al-Asad, with 4,400-metre runways for heavy bombers and transports.  They are key links in the U.S. Air Force's new air bridge that extends from Germany to Bulgaria and Romania, Iraq and the Gulf, then onward to Afghanistan and Central Asia.  Besides Baghdad's heavily fortified Green Zone and U.S. embassy (the world's largest), the Pentagon reportedly wants to retain 58 permanent bases in Iraq (by comparison, there are 36 in South Korea), total control of its air space and immunity from Iraqi law for all U.S. troops.  The U.S. also will retain major bases in neighbouring Kuwait, Bahrain, Qatar, Oman and Diego Garcia. U.S. oil companies are moving in to exploit Iraq's vast energy reserves, the Mideast's second largest after Saudi Arabia.  U.S. troop levels will remain high during Iraq's December elections to ensure "security," according to the Pentagon. In other words, ensuring the U.S.-selected regime "wins" the vote. Iraqi parties, notably Baath, opposing the U.S. occupation, are banned from running. Many Iraqis believe the U.S. will never leave their nation.  In short, contrary to all Obama's high-blown rhetoric about pulling out of Iraq, Washington clearly intends it will remain a U.S. military, political and economic protectorate. Washington is following exactly the same control model the British Empire used to rule Iraq, and exploit its oil: Install a figurehead ruler, keep him in power using a "native" army (read today's Iraqis army and police). RAF units based in Iraq (read U.S. air bases) bomb any rebellious areas. Smaller British ground units based in non-urban areas are on call to put down attempted coups against the king. The U.S. plan for Iraq is identical.  Obama made clear that officials responsible for the Iraq war, torture, kidnapping or assassination will not be prosecuted. The theft of over $50 billion in U.S. "reconstruction" funds sent to Iraq is being hushed up. 
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Contention 2: violence
An Iraq pull out needs to happen now. Overtime, the troops supossedly sent to fix a broken nation have turned into unwarranted killing of Iraqi citizens and brag about the brutal ways in which they kill innocent citizens everyday.  The death toll is rising and at least sixty percent killed have been civilians. 
Dahr Jamail, writes for the Inter Press Service,4/7/10 [Iraq War Vet: "We Were Told to Just Shoot People, and the Officers Would Take Care of Us"  graduated from Texas A&M University recipient of the 2008 The Martha Gellhorn Prize for Journalism[1]  
" 

http://www.truth-out.org/iraq-war-vet-we-were-told-just-shoot-people-and-officers-would-take-care-us58378 


 Strong]  

On Monday, April 5, Wikileaks.org posted video footage from Iraq, taken from a US military Apache helicopter in July 2007 as soldiers aboard it killed 12 people and wounded two children. The dead included two employees of the Reuters news agency: photographer Namir Noor-Eldeen and driver Saeed Chmagh. The US military confirmed the authenticity of the video. The footage clearly shows an unprovoked slaughter, and is shocking to watch whilst listening to the casual conversation of the soldiers in the background. As disturbing as the video is, this type of behavior by US soldiers in Iraq is not uncommon. Truthout has spoken with several soldiers who shared equally horrific stories of the slaughtering of innocent Iraqis by US occupation forces. "I remember one woman walking by," said Jason Washburn, a corporal in the US Marines who served three tours in Iraq. He told the audience at the Winter Soldier hearings that took place March 13-16, 2008, in Silver Spring, Maryland, "She was carrying a huge bag, and she looked like she was heading toward us, so we lit her up with the Mark 19, which is an automatic grenade launcher, and when the dust settled, we realized that the bag was full of groceries. She had been trying to bring us food and we blew her to pieces."

The hearings provided a platform for veterans from Iraq and Afghanistan to share the reality of their occupation experiences with the media in the US. Washburn testified on a panel that discussed the rules of engagement (ROE) in Iraq, and how lax they were, to the point of being virtually nonexistent. "During the course of my three tours, the rules of engagement changed a lot," Washburn's testimony continued, "The higher the threat the more viciously we were permitted and expected to respond. Something else we were encouraged to do, almost with a wink and nudge, was to carry 'drop weapons', or by my third tour, 'drop shovels'. We would carry these weapons or shovels with us because if we accidentally shot a civilian, we could just toss the weapon on the body, and make them look like an insurgent."

Hart Viges, a member of the 82nd Airborne Division of the Army who served one year in Iraq, told of taking orders over the radio. "One time they said to ﬁre on all taxicabs because the enemy was using them for transportation.... One of the snipers replied back, 'Excuse me? Did I hear that right? Fire on all taxicabs?' The lieutenant colonel responded, 'You heard me, trooper, ﬁre on all taxicabs.' After that, the town lit up, with all the units ﬁring on cars. This was my ﬁrst experience with war, and that kind of set the tone for the rest of the deployment."

Vincent Emanuele, a Marine rifleman [,] spent a year in the al-Qaim area of Iraq near the Syrian border, told of emptying magazines of bullets into the city without identifying targets, running over corpses with Humvees and stopping to take "trophy" photos of bodies. "An act that took place quite often in Iraq was taking pot shots at cars that drove by," he said, "This was not an isolated incident, and it took place for most of our eight-month deployment."

Kelly Dougherty - then executive director of Iraq Veterans Against the War - blamed the behavior of soldiers in Iraq on policies of the US government. "The abuses committed in the occupations, far from being the result of a 'few bad apples' misbehaving, are the result of our government's Middle East policy, which is crafted in the highest spheres of US power," she said. Michael Leduc, a corporal in the Marines who was part of the US attack on Fallujah in November 2004, said orders he received from his battalion JAG officer before entering the city were as follows: "You see an individual with a white ﬂag and he does anything but approach you slowly and obey commands, assume it's a trick and kill him."

Bryan Casler, a corporal in the Marines, spoke of witnessing the prevalent dehumanizing outlook soldiers took toward Iraqis during the invasion of Iraq. "... on these convoys, I saw Marines defecate into MRE bags or urinate in bottles and throw them at children on the side of the road," he stated. Scott Ewing, who served in Iraq from 2005-2006, admitted on one panel that units intentionally gave candy to Iraqi  children for reasons other than "winning hearts and minds.

"There was also another motive," Ewing said. "If the kids were around our vehicles, the bad guys wouldn't attack. We used the kids as human shields." In response to the WikiLeaks video, the Pentagon, while not officially commenting on the video, announced that two Pentagon investigations cleared the air crew of any wrongdoing. A statement from the two probes said the air crew had acted appropriately and followed the ROE. Adam Kokesh served in Fallujah beginning in February 2004 for roughly one year. Speaking on a panel at the aforementioned hearings about the ROE, he held up the ROE card soldiers are issued in Iraq and said, "This card says, 'Nothing on this card prevents you from using deadly force to defend yourself'." Kokesh pointed out that "reasonable certainty" was the condition for using deadly force under the ROE, and this led to rampant civilian deaths. He discussed taking part in the April 2004 siege of Fallujah. During that attack, doctors at Fallujah General Hospital told Truthout there were 736 deaths, over 60 percent of which were civilians.
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[CARD CONTINIUES, NO TEXT DELETED]
"We changed the ROE more often than we changed our underwear," Kokesh said, "At one point, we imposed a curfew on the city, and were told to fire at anything that moved in the dark." Kokesh also testified that during two cease-fires in the midst of the siege, the military decided to let out as many women and children from the embattled city as possible, but this did not include most men. "For males, they had to be under 14 years of age," he said, "So I had to go over there and turn men back, who had just been separated from their women and children. We thought we were being gracious."

Steve Casey served in Iraq for over a year starting in mid-2003. "We were scheduled to go home in April 2004, but due to rising violence we stayed in with Operation Blackjack," Casey said, "I watched soldiers firing into the radiators and windows of oncoming vehicles. Those who didn't turn around were unfortunately neutralized one way or another - well over 20 times I personally witnessed this. There was a lot of collateral damage." Jason Hurd served in central Baghdad from November 2004 until November 2005. He told of how, after his unit took "stray rounds" from a nearby firefight, a machine gunner responded by firing over 200 rounds into a nearby building.

"We fired indiscriminately at this building," he said. "Things like that happened every day in Iraq. We reacted out of fear for our lives, and we reacted with total destruction." Hurd said the situation deteriorated rapidly while he was in Iraq. "Over time, as the absurdity of war set in, individuals from my unit indiscriminately opened fire at vehicles driving down the wrong side of the road. People in my unit would later brag about it. I remember thinking how appalled I was that we were laughing at this, but that was the reality." Other soldiers Truthout has interviewed have often laughed when asked about their ROE in Iraq. Garret Reppenhagen served in Iraq from February 2004-2005 in the city of Baquba, 40 kilometers (about 25 miles) northeast of Baghdad. He said his first experience in Iraq was being on a patrol that killed two Iraqi farmers as they worked in their field at night. "I was told they were out in the fields farming because their pumps only operated with electricity, which meant they had to go out in the dark when there was electricity," he explained, "I asked the sergeant, if he knew this, why did he fire on the men. He told me because the men were out after curfew. I was never given another ROE during my time in Iraq." Emmanuel added: "We took fire while trying to blow up a bridge. Many of the attackers were part of the general population. This led to our squad shooting at everything and anything in order to push through the town. I remember myself emptying magazines into the town, never identifying a target."

Emmanuel spoke of abusing prisoners he knew were innocent, adding, "We took it upon ourselves to harass them, and took them to the desert to throw them out of our Humvees, while kicking and punching them when we threw them out."

Jason Wayne Lemue is a Marine who served three tours in Iraq. "My commander told me, 'Kill those who need to be killed, and save those who need to be saved'; that was our mission on our first tour," he said of his first deployment during the invasion. "After that the ROE changed, and carrying a shovel, or standing on a rooftop talking on a cell phone, or being out after curfew [meant those people] were to be killed. I can't tell you how many people died because of this. By my third tour, we were told to just shoot people, and the officers would take care of us." When this Truthout reporter was in Baghdad in November 2004, my Iraqi interpreter was in the Abu Hanifa mosque  that was raided by US and Iraqi soldiers during Friday prayers. "Everyone was there for Friday prayers, when five Humvees and several trucks carrying [US soldiers and] Iraqi National Guards entered," Abu Talat told Truthout on the phone from within the mosque while the raid was in progress. "Everyone starting yelling 'Allahu Akbar' (God is the greatest) because they were frightened. Then the soldiers started shooting the people praying!" "They have just shot and killed at least four of the people praying," he said in a panicked voice, "At least 10 other people are wounded now. We are on our bellies and in a very bad situation."

Iraqi Red Crescent later confirmed to Truthout that at least four people were killed, and nine wounded. Truthout later witnessed pieces of brain splattered on one of the walls inside the mosque while large blood stains covered carpets at several places. This type of indiscriminate killing has been typical from the initial invasion of Iraq.

Truthout spoke with Iraq war veteran and former National Guard and Army Reserve member Jason Moon, who was there for the invasion. "While on our initial convoy into Iraq in early June 2003, we were given a direct order that if any children or civilians got in front of the vehicles in our convoy, we were not to stop, we were not to slow down, we were to keep driving. In the event an insurgent attacked us from behind human shields, we were supposed to count. If there were thirty or less civilians we were allowed to fire into the area. If there were over thirty, we were supposed to take fire and send it up the chain of command. These were the rules of engagement. I don't know about you, but if you are getting shot at from a crowd of people, how fast are you going to count, and how accurately?" Moon brought back a video that shows his sergeant declaring, "The difference between an insurgent and an Iraqi civilian is whether they are dead or alive."

Moon explains the thinking: "If you kill a civilian he becomes an insurgent because you retroactively make that person a threat." According to the Pentagon probes of the killings shown in the WikiLeaks video, the air crew had "reason to believe" the people seen in the video were fighters before opening fire.
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If we don’t withdraw now, the situation will only get worse. our cutting off of resources has already resulted in mass death do to what should be preventable and curable ilnesses
Bill Van Auken 5/19/07[The US war and occupation of Iraq—the murder of a society part one world socialist website, Strong]
Far more important, however, is the overall disintegration of Iraq’s water, electricity and sewage systems, as well as its healthcare network, which together have created conditions in which the principal killers of children—diarrhea, malnutrition and preventable diseases like typhoid and hepatitis—go unchecked and untreated.

The United Nations has reported a stunning 70 percent increase in diarrhea among Iraqi children just since January 2006, with the highest rates in Anbar province, a center of resistance to the occupation that has been continuously under siege by US forces. Fully 60 percent of the people in the province have access only to polluted river water for drinking.

Less than a third of the population nationwide has access to clean drinking water, and just 19 percent have a functioning sewage system. Both the water and sewage systems were damaged heavily by US bombardments in the 1991 Persian Gulf War and the 2003 invasion. After toppling the Iraqi government, US forces did nothing to stop looters from stripping water treatment and pumping stations of essential equipment. “Reconstruction” here, as elsewhere, has proven catastrophically inadequate.

On average, Iraqis receive only eight hours of electricity a day, with even worse conditions in Baghdad, where most of the capital’s seven million people get only six hours or less of service daily.
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Contention 3: Colonialism 

The US drive to “liberate Iraq” is a cover for colonialist expansion. It prevents criticism of failures and promotes future colonialist invasions in the name of freedom.

KEVIN PARSNEAU, ARJUN CHOWDHURY and MARK HOFFMAN 5/24/07[Doctoral candidates in the Department of Political Science at the University of Minnesota. “An Urgent Warning to Critics of the Iraq Wars Becoming Imperialist”) http://www.counterpunch.org/parsneau05242007.html Strong]

By ignoring the political motivations for Iraqi collective action, Democrats and Republicans alike exacerbate political antagonisms. American politicians represent Iraqis purely as instruments, cooperative or recalcitrant, of US policy, and praise or criticize them accordingly. In 2003, American officials justified the invasion by claiming that Iraqis would be grateful to President Bush for their liberation. Now politicians from both sides of the aisle blame the Iraqis for failing to get with the program.  Senator Carl Levin (D--Michigan) expressed the "opposition's" view instructively: "America has given the Iraqi people the opportunity to build a new nation at the cost of nearly 3,000 American lives and over twenty thousand wounded. But the American people do not want our valiant troops to get caught in a crossfire between Iraqis if they insist on squandering that opportunity through civil war and sectarian strife" (11/15/2006). While "opposed" to the Bush administration's intransigent foreign policy, this "critique" occludes consideration of the real political divisions in Iraq and the "costs" of war for Iraqis themselves, not to mention the region's colonial history.  Most critics agree that the war was "mismanaged." However, the dominance of technical "how-to" questions in popular debates has several disturbing effects. For instance, it allows Democrats to attack Bush while expressing confidence in the military's ability to successfully complete imperialist projects. Moreover, it allows Republicans to justify supporting the invasion while distancing themselves from the failures of administration officials. Both sides reinforce the belief that, "next time," we can do imperialism right, with better planning for post-war reconstruction and more manpower to help the troops fulfill their mission. Our acquiescence in this consensus transforms war from a political event, which demands public discussion, into a technocratic campaign best left to competent military professionals.  This consensus resonates partly because of widespread "faith in the troops." Marginal voices that challenge the consensus create cognitive dissonance because they cast doubt upon the troops' capabilities. When doubters dare suggest that the imperialist project was doomed from the start, and that the troops died in vain, their arguments are condemned and dismissed, as was Barack Obama's "slip" earlier this year. Our aversion to the notion that American troops lives were "wasted" in Iraq dissuades politicians, supporters and critics alike, from rejecting the option of future imperialist campaigns.  Our preoccupation with technical debates misses larger questions because it ignores the Iraqis themselves. The Iraq War was waged in the name of Iraqi freedom, reflecting a misguided view of Iraqis as desirous of American intervention and influence, and ultimately of American-style democracy and capitalism. In justifying the invasion, Donald Rumsfeld and his subordinates assumed that Iraqis were merely helpless victims waiting for Saddam's eviction. We have learned--the hard way--that Iraqis had quite different perceptions of American power, as well as diverse and conflicting interests in the "post-war" environment. Reality simply failed to match the war advocates' elegant worldview.  If we learn one lesson from Rumsfeld's faulty assumptions it should be this: Iraqis, divided against themselves, also viewed American power with suspicion and were likely to take up arms against it. It did not make sense, therefore, to invade Iraq in order to free the Iraqi people.  War critics who accept any of the three familiar assertions listed above are caught in a dangerous paradox. By suggesting that more troops would have helped create a stable Iraq, they betray a retrospective expectation that large numbers of Iraqis were going to resist. In effect, they call for US military power to quell this anticipated resistance. Rumsfeld did blunder, but his policy was consistent with his assumption of Iraqi cooperation. His critics have challenged this assumption, but in the end they reinforce the imperatives of his failed imperialist policy. Our participation in this process of ideological reinforcement increases the chances of catastrophic occupations in the years to come.
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And the government is justifying the deaths of hundreds of thousands Iraqi citizens and the price to pay for freedom and democracy.
Jennifer Hyndman, Simon Fraser University, 2/07 [Feminist Geopolitics Revisited: Body Counts In Iraq volume 59 pages 39-40 Strong]
In the context of Iraq and recent debates about the legitimacy of various civilian body counts, the numerical calibration of loss and suffering is making us (North Americans consuming the war through the media) more, rather than less, complicit in the war. Counting practices have even been used to support the invasion of Iraq: Saddam Hussein killed some 280,000 Iraqis during his rule, so the loss of a portion of that number is justified in the eyes of those comparing death tallies in a realist framework (Human RightsWatch cited in The Economist 2004b).3 The public is told that the death of some Iraqis, whether military personnel trained by the occupying forces, or civilians, is inevitable, a military necessity, collateral damage, or the price to be paid for freedom and democracy. Why do newspaper readers and
television watchers know the officially documented names and exact number of U.S. and coalition soldiers that have been killed, but not the number of Iraqis—civilians, armed forces, and insurgents—who have died?  The antiwar argument and its attendant liberal politics are implicit in work of Iraq Body Count (2006; hereafter IBC), a nonproﬁt initiative to verify reported deaths in Iraq due to the violence of the occupation and to keep a record of Iraqi deaths. IBC relies on secondary sources from reputable media who use mortuary stats, health ministry numbers, and police reports; it is run by twenty volunteers from the United States and Britain. The site cites General Tommy Franks of the U.S. Central Command who says, ‘‘We don’t do body counts,’’ and so IBC does. It asks visitors to add web counters to their personal computers so that they too can count the daily deaths in Iraq. The IBC site points out that in ‘‘the current occupation phase this database includes all deaths which the Occupying Authority has a binding responsibility to prevent under the Geneva Conventions and Hague Regulations. This includes civilian deaths resulting from the breakdown in law and order, and deaths due to inadequate health care or sanitation’’ (IBC 2006).4 IBC maintains that ‘‘Civilian casualties are the most unacceptable consequence of all wars.  Each civilian death is a tragedy and should never be regarded as the ‘cost’ of achieving our countries’ war aims, because it is not we who are paying this price’’ (IBC 2006).5 Like the liberal logic of intervention in Afghanistan, IBC enlists international law and a UN approach to human security to justify its actions. It openly states that its audience is the American and British publics and governments (BBC 2005). Methods of counting bodies have never meant so much. I digress briefly to discuss the recent spat about how body counts have been conducted in Iraq. Mortality statistics, methods, and academic activism were widely covered in the media when with the British medical journal, The Lancet, published a pre-U.S.-election study that suggested the number of Iraqis who have died since the U.S. invasion is likely about 98,000, with more than 60,000 directly attributable to violence in Iraq (Roberts et al. 2004; The Economist 2004a). 
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And American projects in Iraq are the of classic colonialist actions

Lieutenant Commander Ian Wexler 2008 [JAGC, USN Judge Advocate. United States Navy, July 6. 2008
A COMFORTABLE SOFA: THE NEED FOR AN EQUITABLE FOREIGN CRIMINAL JURISDICTION AGREEMENT WITH IRAQ, Pg 43 Strong]

Among its more vociferous opponents, the American project in Iraq is characterized as a classic colonial adventure, ... Proponents, on the other hand, argue the inherent benevolence of American empire - the export of democracy and egalitarianism in contrast to the transparent racist imperialism of yore. One possible way to arbitrate this dispute is by observing the dispensation of justice with regard to American servicemen accused of the "unlawful killing" (in military parlance) of Iraqi civilians. In this area, as with the infamous cases of torture in Abu Ghraib and elsewhere, impunity is the rule of thumb for both the rank and file and their superiors. In the overwhelming majority of cases over the course of the war, prosecutions have cither not taken place, or if court-martials [sic] have occurred, there have been acquittals or token sentences dispensed.

The Primary Motivation for the US to declare war on Iraq is rooted in the hands of neoliberal greed

Antonia Juhasz 2010-06-24 [editor at the gaurdian, London, http://www.tyrannyofoil.org/ Strong]
Remember oil? That thing we didn’t go to war in Iraq for? Now with his war under attack, even President George W. Bush has gone public, telling reporters last August, “[a] failed Iraq … would give the terrorists and extremists an additional tool besides safe haven, and that is revenues from oil sales.” Of course, Bush not only wants to keep oil out of his enemies’ hands, he also wants to put it into the hands of his friends.  The President’s concern over Iraq’s oil is shared by the Iraq Study Group, which on December 6 released its much-anticipated report. While the mainstream press focused on the report’s criticism of Bush’s handling of the war and the report’s call for (potential) removal of (most) U.S. troops (maybe) by 2008, ignored was the report’s focus on Iraq’s oil. Page 1, chapter 1 laid out in no uncertain terms Iraq’s importance to the Middle East, the United States and the world with this reminder: “It has the world’s second-largest known oil reserves.” The group then proceeds to give very specific and radical recommendations as to what should be done to secure those reserves.   Guaranteeing access to Iraq’s oil, however isn’t the whole story. Despite the lives lost and the utter ruin that the war has brought, the overarching economic agenda that the administration is successfully pursuing in the Middle East might be the most enduring legacy of the war—and the most ignored.  Just two months after declaring “mission accomplished” in Iraq, Bush announced his plans for a U.S.-Middle East Free Trade Area to spread the economic invasion well-underway in Iraq to the rest of the region by 2013. Negotiations have progressed rapidly as countries seek to prove that they are with the United States, not against it. 

The Occupation Requires American Values at Gunpoint.  The Dream of Democracy Ensures a Reality of Tolatitarianism, Genocide, and Global Warfare

Anthony Burke, Prof. of Politcs & IR @ Univ. of New South Wales, ‘5 [Social Identities 11.4, “Freedom’s Freedom: American Enlightenment and Permanent War,” p.  322-3]
Hannah Arendt recognized this instrumental, utilitarian form of action in the modern dream of historical progress, particularly in the modern transformation of the ‘unknown and unknowable ‘‘higher aims’’’ of history (which Kant, after Vico, had merely read backward into events) into future-directed, purposive action: ‘planned and willed intentions’. The result was that ‘meaning and meaningfulness were transformed into ends’: this is what happened when Marx took the Hegelian meaning of all history*/the progressive unfolding and actualisation of the idea of freedom*/to be an end of human action, and when he furthermore, in accordance with tradition, viewed this ultimate ‘end’ as the end-product of a manufacturing process . . . In this version of deriving politics from history, or rather, political conscience from historical consciousness*/by no means restricted to Marx in particular, or even pragmatism in general*/we can easily detect the age-old attempt to escape from the frustrations and fragility of human action by construing it in the image of making . . . he alone realized that if one takes history to be the object of a process of fabrication or making, there must be a moment when this object is completed, and that if one imagines that one can make history, one cannot escape the consequence that there will be an end to history. Whenever we hear of grandiose aims in politics, such as establishing a new society in which justice will be guaranteed forever, or fighting a war to end all wars or to make the whole world safe for democracy, we are moving in the realm of this kind of thinking. (Arendt, 1961, pp. 78_/79). With hindsight, we can see that Marx was not the only thinker to understand or posit an end to history (Hegel and Koje`ve did, and Fukuyama after them) and the irony and tragedy is that this end should have been proclaimed in the defeat of socialism and the triumph of ‘liberal-democratic’ civilization based on US example and leadership (Fukuyama, 1992). This is the meaning of Fukuyama’s signature on the PNAC Statement of Principles , a document utterly infused with the ‘grandiose aims’ of an enframing technological reason 
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masquerading as historical inevitability. Thus we can understand how George W. Bush could follow the invasion of Iraq with 332 A. Burke the announcement of a ‘forward strategy of freedom in the Middle-East’, a strategy apparently in the tradition of Wilson’s fourteen points and Roosevelt’s four freedoms that requires the same persistence and energy and idealism we have shown before. And it will yield the same results. As in Europe, as in Asia, as in every region of the world, the advance of freedom leads to peace. (Bush, Remarks at the National Endowment for Democracy, 6 November 2003) This links with a further crucial feature of freedom in the American enlightenment: its Eurocentric and Orientalist nature. Freedom is something the East lacks , and it will be achieved not by the agency of its own people, or the upwelling of some genuinely universal human aspiration, but by the particular application of American pressure and force. The seeds of this view can be glimpsed in Aristotle’s distinction between Greece’s ‘love of freedom’ and Asia’s despotism, but it was given a distinctively racist and dialectical cast in Hegel’s system which declared that Africa was at the ‘mere threshold’ of history, and China at its ‘childhood’, while Europe was at its end (Hegel, 1990, pp. 104_/05). Now America, history’s ‘future’ according to Hegel, is to bring the Middle-East into history, into the freedom that is ‘the direction of history’ and ‘the design of nature’. Yet the first act in America’s ‘forward strategy of freedom’ was to invade and subjugate Iraq, suggesting that if ‘peace’ is its object its means is war: the engine of History is violence, on a massive and tragic scale, and violence is ultimately its only meaning. This we can glimpse in ‘Toward a Pacific union’, a deeply disingenuous chapter of Fukuyama’s The End of History and the Last Man. This text divides the earth between a ‘post-historical’ world of affluent developed democracies where ‘the old rules of power-politics have decreasing relevance’, and a world still ‘stuck in history’ and ‘riven with a variety of religious, national and ideological conflicts’. The two worlds will maintain ‘parallel but separate existences’ and interact only along axes of threat, disturbance and crucial strategic interest: oil, immigration, terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. Because ‘the relationship between democracies and non-democracies will still be characterized by mutual distrust and fear’, writes Fukuyama, the ‘post-historical half must still make use of realist methods when dealing with the part still in history . . . force will still be the ultima ratio in their relations’. For all the book’s Kantian pretensions, Fukuyama naturalizes war and coercion as the dominant mode of dealing with billions of people defined only through their lack of ‘development’ and ‘freedom’. Furthermore, in his advocacy of the ‘traditional moralism of American foreign policy’ and his dismissal of the United Nations in favour of a NATO-style league of truly free states . . . capable of much more forceful action to protect its collective security against threats arising from the non-democratic part of the world we can see an early premonition of the historicist unilateralism of the Bush Administration.10 In this light, we can see the invasion of Iraq as continuing a long process of ‘worldhistorical’ violence that stretches back to Columbus’ discovery of the Americas, and the subsequent politics of genocide, warfare and dispossession through which the modern United States was created and then expanded initially with the colonization of the Philippines and coercive trade relationships with China and Japan, and eventually to the self-declared role Luce had argued so forcefully for: guarantor of global economic and strategic order after 1945. That this role involved the hideous destruction of Vietnam and Cambodia, ‘interventions’ in Chile, El Salvador, Panama, Nicaragua, and Afghanistan (or an ever more destructive ‘strategic’ involvement in the Persian Gulf that saw the US first building up Iraq as a formidable regional military power, and then punishing its people with a fourteen-year sanctions regime that caused the deaths of at least two-hundred thousand people) we are meant to accept as proof of America’s benign intentions, of America putting its ‘power at the service of principle’. They are merely History working itself out, the ‘design of nature’ writing its bliss on the world (quotes from Bush, Remarks at the National Endowment for Democracy, 6 November 2003). But this freedom offers us the bliss of the graveyard, stretching endlessly into a world marked not by historical perfection or democratic peace but by the eternal recurrence of tragedy, as ends endlessly disappear in the means of permanent war and permanent terror. This is how we must understand both the awesome horror visited on the people of Iraq since 1990, and the inflammatory impact the US invasion will have on the new phenomenon of global anti-western terrorism. American exceptionalism has deluded US policymakers into believing they are the only actors who write history, who know where it is heading, how it will play out, and that in its service it is they (and no-one else) who assume an unlimited freedom to act. Osama bin Laden and his many supporters do not accept the American narrative of power in the service of principle; they see merely power in the service of power, and derive from it a lesson that it is both necessary and legitimate to respond with a commensurate violence. As Bin Laden said in his chilling 1998 interview with John Miller, who asked him if his ‘fatwa’ calling on all Muslims to kill Americans extended to all Americans: We are surprised this question is coming from Americans. Each action will solicit a similar reaction. We must use such punishment to keep your evil away from Muslims . . . America does not have a religion that prevents it from destroying all people. . . . The prophet said: ‘A woman entered hell because of a cat’. She did not feed it and blocked it from finding food on its own. She is going to hell for blocking a cat to death, but [what do you] say to those who agreed and gave reason for the hundreds of thousands of troops to blockade millions of Muslims in Iraq? (Miller, 1998b) Furthermore the rhetoric of freedom and the 
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[Card continues, no text deleted]
‘way of life’, at both a philosophical and practical level, cannot but inflame the fundamentalist community that serves as a social and cultural basis for al-Qaeda and its associated organisations. It will do so because it is read as a confirmation of the critique*/found in the philosophy of thinkers such as Sayyid Qutb*/of the moral and ethical bankruptcy of western rationalism and its imperialist agenda to dominate and destroy Islam, to perpetuate a state of modern jahiliyya, the ‘conscious usurpation of God’s authority . . . [the] foundational transgression of human hubris’ (Euben, 2000). The narrative of freedom that Bush speaks (and the US armed forces enact) has already been written and interpreted in fundamentalist thought, with a starkly different meaning from that Bush seeks to convey, one further transformed by every American action in Iraq and throughout the Middle-East. The Bush Administration’s April 2004 endorsement*/in pointed defiance of countless UN resolutions on the issue*/of the Israeli government’s unilateral plan under the guise of ‘disengagement’ to impose a grossly unjust ‘final settlement’ on the Palestinians, one that will undermine any possibility of meaningful self-determination, is just such an example of arrogance and hubris that will deepen Islamic hatred of the West and rebound upon it in new acts of terror (MacAskill, 2004, p. 1). This US gesture, portrayed throughout the Arab world as a new ‘Balfour declaration’, is yet another example of the callous, ‘strategic’ use of instrumental reason that treats the Palestinian people as so much human cattle who can be contained and corralled, and whose destiny can be decided by a handful of men in Jerusalem and Washington (Howeidy, 2004; see also Katib, 2004; Alpher, 2004; Beilin, 2004). The arguments of Bin Laden and Bush have one important thing in common: they betray the same deluded, claustrophobic commitment to the easy translation of means into ends, as if either of their policies could protect Muslims, ensure the security of Americans, or bring about the utterly irreconcilable ‘ends’ of history they seek (‘Freedom’ fights the ‘Caliphate’, like Punch and Judy dolls squabbling on the arms of History). Nothing has been more detrimental to the livelihood and future of Muslims than Al-Qaeda’s campaign of terror, and nothing has been more detrimental to future global security than the invasion of Iraq, yet we are locked in a terrible hall of mirrors where each discourse makes the other meaningful, and each act precipitates the next (as the latter-day Isaac Newton says, ‘each action will solicit a similar reaction’) (Miller, 1998b). As we count the enormous toll of dead and wounded in Iraq, and ponder the abyss of violence, frustration and insecurity into which it has slipped since the fall of Saddam Hussein, the times more than ever call for the insight of a Hannah Arendt. Violence is not power, she warns us, and the very substance of violence is the means-end category, whose chief characteristic, if applied to human affairs, is that the end is always in danger of being overwhelmed by the means which it justifies and are needed to reach it. We face a choice: between a terror ‘that comes into being when violence, having destroyed all power, does not abdicate’ and a hopeful effort to eliminate the Social Identities ‘disastrous reduction of human affairs to the business of dominion’ so that they can ‘appear, or rather reappear, in their full diversity’ (Arendt, 2002, pp. 19_/34).
1AC 10/19

Rejection of colonialism is decision rule- it causes mass death and destruction that must be resisted.
Nermeen Shaikh, at Asia Source ‘7,  [Development 50, “Interrogating Charity and the Benevolence of Empire,” palgrave-journals Strong]

It would probably be incorrect to assume that the principal impulse behind the imperial conquests of the 18th and 19th centuries was charity. Having conquered large parts of Africa and Asia for reasons other than goodwill, however, countries like England and France eventually did evince more benevolent aspirations; the civilizing mission itself was an act of goodwill. As Anatol Lieven (2007) points out, even 'the most ghastly European colonial project of all, King Leopold of Belgium's conquest of the Congo, professed benevolent goals: Belgian propaganda was all about bringing progress, railways and peace, and of course, ending slavery'. Whether or not there was a general agreement about what exactly it meant to be civilized, it is likely that there was a unanimous belief that being civilized was better than being uncivilized – morally, of course, but also in terms of what would enable the most in human life and potential. But what did the teaching of this civility entail, and what were some of the consequences of changes brought about by this benevolent intervention? In the realm of education, the spread of reason and the hierarchies created between different ways of knowing had at least one (no doubt unintended) effect. As Thomas Macaulay (1935) wrote in his famous Minute on Indian Education, We must at present do our best to form a class who may be interpreters between us and the millions whom we govern; a class of persons, Indian in blood and colour, but English in taste, in opinions, in morals, and in intellect. To that class we may leave it to refine the vernacular dialects of the country, to enrich those dialects with terms of science borrowed from the Western nomenclature, and to render them by degrees fit vehicles for conveying knowledge to the great mass of the population. This meant, minimally, that English (and other colonial languages elsewhere) became the language of instruction, explicitly creating a hierarchy between the vernacular languages and the colonial one. More than that, it meant instructing an elite class to learn and internalize the culture – in the most expansive sense of the term – of the colonizing country, the methodical acculturation of the local population through education. As Macaulay makes it clear, not only did the hierarchy exist at the level of language, it also affected 'taste, opinions, morals and intellect' – all essential ingredients of the civilizing process. Although, as Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak points out, colonialism can always be interpreted as an 'enabling violation', it remains a violation: the systematic eradication of ways of thinking, speaking, and being. Pursuing this line of thought, Spivak has elsewhere drawn a parallel to a healthy child born of rape. The child is born, the English language disseminated (the enablement), and yet the rape, colonialism (the violation), remains reprehensible. And, like the child, its effects linger. The enablement cannot be advanced, therefore, as a justification of the violation. Even as vernacular languages, and all habits of mind and being associated with them, were denigrated or eradicated, some of the native population was taught a hegemonic – and foreign – language (English) (Spivak, 1999). Is it important to consider whether we will ever be able to hear – whether we should not hear – from the peoples whose languages and cultures were lost? The colonial legacy At the political and administrative levels, the governing structures colonial imperialists established in the colonies,  many of which survive more or less intact, continue, in numerous cases, to have devastating consequences – even if largely unintended (though by no means always, given the venerable place of divide et impera in the arcana imperii). Mahmood Mamdani cites the banalization of political violence (between native and settler) in colonial Rwanda, together with the consolidation of ethnic identities in the wake of decolonization with the institution and maintenance of colonial forms of law and government. Belgian colonial administrators created extensive political and juridical distinctions between the Hutu and the Tutsi, whom they divided and named as two separate ethnic groups. These distinctions had concrete economic and legal implications: at the most basic level, ethnicity was marked on the identity cards the colonial authorities introduced and was used to distribute state resources. The violence of colonialism, Mamdani suggests, thus operated on two levels: on the one hand, there was the violence (determined by race) between the colonizer and the colonized; then, with the introduction of ethnic distinctions among the colonized population, with one group being designated indigenous (Hutu) and the other alien (Tutsi), the violence between native and settler was institutionalized within the colonized population itself. The Rwandan genocide of 1994, which Mamdani suggests was a 'metaphor for postcolonial political violence' (2001: 11; 2007), needs therefore to be understood as a natives' genocide – akin to and enabled by colonial violence against the native, and by the new institutionalized forms of ethnic differentiation among the colonized population introduced by the colonial state. It is not necessary to elaborate this point; for present purposes, it is sufficient to mark the significance (and persistence) of the colonial antecedents to contemporary political violence. The genocide in Rwanda need not exclusively have been the consequence of colonial identity formation, but does appear less opaque when presented in the historical context of colonial violence and administrative practices. Given the scale of the colonial intervention, good intentions should not become an excuse to overlook the unintended consequences. In this particular instance, rather than indulging fatuous theories about 'primordial' loyalties, the 'backwardness' of 'premodern' peoples, the African state as an aberration standing outside modernity, and so forth, it makes more sense to situate the Rwandan genocide within the logic of colonialism, which is of course not to advance reductive explanations but simply to historicize and contextualize contemporary events in the wake of such massive intervention. Comparable arguments have been made about the consolidation of Hindu and Muslim identities in colonial India, where the corresponding terms were 'native' Hindu and 'alien' Muslim (with particular focus on the nature and extent of the violence during the Partition) (Pandey, 1998), or the consolidation of Jewish and Arab identities in Palestine and the Mediterranean generally (Anidjar, 2003, 2007).  
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this colonial attrocity is racism at its heart. western civilization believes its okay to violate humman rights in the name of colonial expansion as long as it is on the “uncivilized people”

Pinar Batur, 2007 (PhD at UT-Austin – Prof. of Scociology @ Vassar, “The Heart of Violence: Global Racism, War, and Genocide,” in Handbook of the The Soiology of Racial and Ethnic Relations, eds. Vera and Feagin, p. 446-7 Strong]

In Joseph Conrad’s Heart of Darkness, Marlow says, The conquest of the earth, which mostly means the taking it away from those who have a different complexion or slightly flatter noses than ourselves, is not a pretty thing when you look into it too much, [because one sees the] conquerors, and for that you want only brute force—nothing to boast Heart of Violence: Global Racism, War, and Genocide 443 of when you have it, since your strength is just an accident arising from the weakness of others. . . . It was just a robbery with violence, aggravated murder on a great scale, and men going at it blind— as is very proper for those who tackle a darkness. (Conrad 1989: 31–32) Such darkness hides moral uncertainty, greed, and violence and obscures all awareness of racist intentions, such as Western involvement with Iraq. This involvement is racist: not just now, but from the beginning of British colonial domination, to the first Gulf War, to now. The “liberation of Iraq” from the barbaric “other” and the establishment of the British mandate in the 1920s, had the purpose of controlling the oil around Mosul, which required stability to foster investment and to insure profits. To subdue the Kurdish and other minorities, including nomadic Arab populations, the British, together with handpicked Iraqi elites, made liberal use of the newly developed technology of airplanes to bomb, gas, and terrorize the people. During World War I, the RAF asked for permission to experiment with chemical weapons against what they called “recalcitrant” Arabs. Winston Churchill, then the Lord of the Admiralty, replied, I do not understand the squeamishness about the use of gas. . . . I am strongly in favor of using poisonous gas against uncivilized tribes. . . . It is not necessary to use only the most deadly gases. . . . Gases could be used which would cause great inconvenience, and would spread a lively terror and yet leave no serious permanent effect on most of those affected. (Litctman 1995: 519) Churchill argued that chemical weapons are the application of western science to modern warfare. “We can not under any circumstances acquiesce in the nonutilization of any weapons which are available to procure a speedy termination of the disorder which prevails on the frontier” (Lichtman 1995: 519). Sixty years later, following the gas attack on Kurds in the town of Halabca, the Iraqi Defense Minister told reporters that “it is legitimate for any people to defend themselves with whatever means available” and that the state’s use of chemical weapons was an “internal issue” (Marshall 1988). While the world closed its eyes to British actions, it expressed outrage at the use of chemical weapons by the Iraqi regime when Saddam Husayn wanted to subdue the “recalcitrant” Kurds demanding their rights. Following the 1990–1991 Gulf War, U.N. sanctions against Iraq remained in place, ostensibly to force Saddam Husayn to comply with demands to open the country up to weapons inspectors in search of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons. Claiming that the Iraqi regime was obstructing inspections in order to resurrect its WMD program, the Bush and Clinton administrations pressured the Security Council into tightening sanctions, to prevent importation of a long list of banned and “dual-use” materials such as chlorine, which could be used for water treatment or chemical weapons. While the sanctions’ only impact on the regime was to strengthen Saddam Husayn’s grip, the UN eventually conceded that more than 600,000 Iraqis, mostly children and elderly, had died from lack of proper hygiene and  medicine. Bill Clinton’s Secretary of State, Madeline Albright, when confronted by a Congressional panel, replied that “we find these numbers acceptable.” Clinton and George W. Bush maintained that the deaths were the fault of Saddam Husayn, which made them a domestic political matter. But racism, war, and genocide are never internal issues, because violence requires participants and collaborators. But in the context of global racism, collaboration is legitimized by the white racial discourse of “just oppression.” “Just oppression” is a racist belief in domination and compliance, which to take it for granted that something like human dignity no longer matters, and therefore we can overlook abuse, violence, and destruction by blaming the “other,” or people of color, or in this case, Arabs or Iraqis, for the cumulative destruction. But it is impossible to utilize the white racial frame that justifies oppression, without the concept of “technical rationality.” Richard Lichtman points out the importance of the “technocratic ideology of 444 Pinar Batur liberal modernism,” which is central to “technical rationality” (Lichtman 1995; Marcuse 1998). The technocratic ideology of liberal modernism has a tendency to concentrate on ends, without assigning an ultimate value to the means or the consequences. It confronts what it sees as disorder and inefficiency, with seemingly neutral morality and no impact on the everyday, or the future. And it serves the double standard of responding when the un-technical, irrational “other” threatens rational, scientific “us,” but not when the “other” threatens “another,” as was the case with the Iraqi gas attacks on Kurds, or blame can be shifted to the “other,” as with the killing by sanctions, or destruction of New Orleans, and to the people who were unable to leave New Orleans before and after the storm. 
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racism is descision rule- it is a morale atrocity and must be rejected on face.

Memmi 2k
MEMMI Professor Emeritus of Sociology @ Unv. Of Paris Albert-; RACISM, translated by Steve Martinot, pp.163-165
The struggle against racism will be long, difficult, without intermission, without remission, probably never achieved, yet for this very reason, it is a struggle to be undertaken without surcease and without concessions. One cannot be indulgent toward racism. One cannot even let the monster in the house, especially not in a mask. To give it merely a foothold means to augment the bestial part in us and in other people which is to diminish what is human. To accept the racist universe to the slightest degree is to endorse fear, injustice, and violence. It is to accept the persistence of the dark history in which we still largely live. It is to agree that the outsider will always be a possible victim (and which [person] man is not [themself] himself an outsider relative to someone else?). Racism illustrates in sum, the inevitable negativity of the condition of the dominated; that is it illuminates in a certain sense the entire human condition. The anti-racist struggle, difficult though it is, and always in question, is nevertheless one of the prologues to the ultimate passage from animality to humanity. In that sense, we cannot fail to rise to the racist challenge. However, it remains true that one’s moral conduct only emerges from a choice: one has to want it. It is a choice among other choices, and always debatable in its foundations and its consequences. Let us say, broadly speaking, that the choice to conduct oneself morally is the condition for the establishment of a human order for which racism is the very negation. This is almost a redundancy. One cannot found a moral order, let alone a legislative order, on racism because racism signifies the exclusion of the other and his or her subjection to violence and domination. From an ethical point of view, if one can deploy a little religious language, racism is “the truly capital sin.”fn22 It is not an accident that almost all of humanity’s spiritual traditions counsel respect for the weak, for orphans, widows, or strangers. It is not just a question of theoretical counsel respect for the weak, for orphans, widows or strangers. It is not just a question of theoretical morality and disinterested commandments. Such unanimity in the safeguarding of the other suggests the real utility of such sentiments. All things considered, we have an interest in banishing injustice, because injustice engenders violence and death. Of course, this is debatable. There are those who think that if one is strong enough, the assault on and oppression of others is permissible. But no one is ever sure of remaining the strongest. One day, perhaps, the roles will be reversed. All unjust society contains within itself the seeds of its own death. It is probably smarter to treat others with respect so that they treat you with respect. “Recall,” says the bible, “that you were once a stranger in Egypt,” which means both that you ought to respect the stranger because you were a stranger yourself and that you risk becoming once again someday. It is an ethical and a practical appeal – indeed, it is a contract, however implicit it might be. In short, the refusal of racism is the condition for all theoretical and practical morality. Because, in the end, the ethical choice commands the political choice. A just society must be a society accepted by all. If this contractual principle is not accepted, then only conflict, violence, and destruction will be our lot. If it is accepted, we can hope someday to live in peace. True, it is a wager, but the stakes are irresistible.
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This colonialist practice in Iraq creates the us-them paradigm resulting in genocide.

Pinar Batur 2007 [PhD at UT-Austin – Prof. of Scociology @ Vassar, “The Heart of Violence: Global Racism, War, and Genocide,” in Handbook of the The Soiology of Racial and Ethnic Relations, eds. Vera and Feagin, p. 446-7  Strong]

Yet, global racism is not only an articulation of thought, but also a way of knowing and acting, framed by both everyday and global experiences. Synergy between capitalism and racism as systems of oppression enables this perpetuation and destruction on the global level. As capitalism expanded and adapted to the particularities of spatial and temporal variables, global racism became part of its legitimization and accommodation, first in terms of colonialist arrangements. In colonized and colonizing lands, global racism has been perpetuated through racial ideologies and discriminatory practices under capitalism by the creation and recreation of connections among memory, knowledge, institutions, and construction of the future in thought and action. What makes racism global are the bridges connecting the particularities of everyday racist experiences to the universality of racist concepts and actions, maintained globally by myriad forms of prejudice, discrimination, and violence (Balibar and Wallerstein 1991; Batur 1999, 2006). Under colonialism, colonizing and colonized societies were antagonistic opposites. Since colonizing society portrayed the colonized “other,” as the adversary and challenger of the “the ideal self,” not only identification but also segregation and containment were essential to racist policies. The terms of exclusion were set by the institutions that fostered and maintained segregation, but the intensity of exclusion, and redundancy, became more apparent in the age of advanced capitalism, as an extension of post-colonial discipline. The exclusionary measures when tested led to war, and genocide. Although, more often than not, genocide was perpetuated and fostered by the post-colonial institutions, rather than colonizing forces, the colonial identification of the “inferior other” led to segregation, then exclusion, then war and genocide. Violence glued them together into seamless continuity. Violence is integral to understanding global racism. Fanon (1963), in exploring colonial oppression, discusses how divisions created or reinforced by colonialism guarantee the perpetuation, and escalation, of violence for both the colonizer and colonized. Racial differentiations, cemented through the colonial relationship, are integral to the aggregation of violence during and after colonialism: “Manichaeism [division of the universe into opposites of good and evil] goes to its logical conclusion and dehumanizes” (Fanon 1963:42). Within this dehumanizing framework, Fanon argues that the violence resulting from the destruction of everyday life, sense of self and imagination under colonialism continues to infest the post-colonial existence by integrating colonized land into the violent destruction of a new “geography of hunger” and exploitation (Fanon 1963: 96). The “geography of hunger” marks the context and space in which oppression and exploitation continue. The historical maps drawn by colonialism now demarcate the boundaries of post-colonial arrangements. The white racial frame restructures this space to fit the imagery of symbolic racism, modifying it to fit the television screen, or making the evidence of the necessity of the politics of exclusion, and the violence of war and genocide, palatable enough for the front page of newspapers, spread out next to the morning breakfast cereal. Two examples of this “geography of hunger and exploitation” are Iraq and New Orleans. 

Genocide is a universal and ethical concern.  All of us could one day be targets; meaning failure to stop it at any point endangers all of us.
B. Harff-Gur, 1981 [Northwestern, HUMANITARIAN INTERVENTION AS A REMEDY FOR GENOCIDE, 1981, p. 40 Strong]

One of the most enduring and abhorrent problems of the world is genocide, which is neither particular to a specific race, class, or nation, nor is it rooted in any one, ethnocentric view of the world. Prohibition of genocide and affirmation of its opposite, the value of life, are an eternal ethical verity, one whose practical implications necessarily outweigh possible theoretical objections and as such should lift it above prevailing ideologies or politics. Genocide concerns and potentially effects all people. People make up a legal system, according to Kelsen. Politics is the expression of conflict among competing groups. Those in power give the political system its character, i.e. the state. The state, according to Kelsen, is nothing but the combined will of all its people. This abstract concept of the state may at first glance appear meaningless, because in reality not all people have an equal voice in the formation of the characteristics of the state. But I am not concerned with the characteristics of the state but rather the essence of the state – the people. Without a people there would be no state or legal system. With genocide eventually there will be no people. Genocide is ultimately a threat to the existence of all. True, sometimes only certain groups are targeted, as in Nazi Germany. Sometimes a large part of the total population is eradicated, as in contemporary Cambodia. Sometimes people are eliminated regardless of national origin – the Christians in Roman times. Sometimes whole nations vanish – the Amerindian societies after the Spanish conquest. And sometimes religious groups are persecuted – the Mohammedans by the Crusaders. The culprit changes: sometimes it is a specific state, or those in power in a state; occasionally it is the winners vs. the vanquished in international conflicts; and in its crudest form the stronger against the weaker. Since virtually every social group is a potential victim, genocide is a universal concern.
1AC 14/19

Anyone who stands in the way of US colonization are dehumanized and criminalized in the name of promoting independence

Diana Brydon, University of Western Ontario, ‘6 [Postcolonial Test 2.1, “Is There a Politics of Postcoloniality?” http://journals.sfu.ca/pocol/index.php/pct/article/viewArticle/508/175 Strong]
Balibar suggests that there still must be "a politics involved in the condition of subjects collectively confronted with the limits of their own power" and posits some hope of finding such a politics in a rearticulation of notions of civility with those of transformation and emancipation (26). Balibar suggests that terrible though the violence of the conquistadores was, it was ultimately constrained as well as authorized by the powerful hegemonic framework within which it operated. That violence was "disciplined" and "civilized" in ways that current violences are not (144), according to him. Many will find this a problematic concept, yet it articulates an alternative to the politics of blame. It also seems similar to Anthony Hall's celebration of the negotiated politics of the Iroquois Confederacy in The Fourth World and the American Empire. Hall suggests that British contractual arrangements with First Nations peoples, even when imperfectly observed or ignored, were preferable to the American Republic's refusal to recognize First Nations' sovereignty at all. Hall argues that "those distinct peoples who stood in the way of the United States's territorial ambitions were dehumanized and criminalized in the text of the Declaration of Independence" (xiv). According to him, possibly no civil limits can be set to contemporary forms of violence (from state-sponsored to individual acts) until the founding violence of this document is revisited and corrected. Such a suggestion challenges some of the bases on which postcolonial assumptions rest. To move beyond simplistic notions of liberation based on flawed preconceptions, the terms of the discussion need to be clarified, historicized and negotiated. I cannot do that here. That work will be the task of generations, working in an interdisciplinary, international, and collaborative fashion.
Dehumanization is the root cause of genocide, war crimes, and rights violations. 

Maiese, 03[Michelle Maiese is a graduate student of Philosophy at the University of Colorado, Boulder and is a part of the research staff at the Conflict Research Consortium: Beyond Intractability The Beyond Intractability Project: Guy Burgess and Heidi Burgess, Co-Directors and Editors. July 2003. Accessed 7/15/09. http://www.beyondintractability.org/essay/dehumanization/  Strong]

Once certain groups are stigmatized as evil, morally inferior, and not fully human, the persecution of those groups becomes more psychologically acceptable. Restraints against aggression and violence begin to disappear. Not surprisingly, dehumanization increases the likelihood of violence and may cause a conflict to escalate out of control. Once a violence break over has occurred, it may seem even more acceptable for people to do things that they would have regarded as morally unthinkable before. Parties may come to believe that destruction of the other side is necessary, and pursue an overwhelming victory that will cause one's opponent to simply disappear. This sort of into-the-sea framing can cause lasting damage to relationships between the conflicting parties, making it more difficult to solve their underlying problems and leading to the loss of more innocent lives. Indeed, dehumanization often paves the way for human rights violations, war crimes, and genocide. For example, in WWII, the dehumanization of the Jews ultimately led to the destruction of millions of people.[9] Similar atrocities have occurred in Rwanda, Cambodia, and the former Yugoslavia. It is thought that the psychological process of dehumanization might be mitigated or reversed through humanization efforts, the development of empathy, the establishment of personal relationships between conflicting parties, and the pursuit of common goals.
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Putting extinction before human rights violations devalues life and justifies the murder of 49 percent of the nation, causing the atrocities we seek to avoid. 

Callahan, 73 [Daniel, “The Tyranny of Survival”, p. 91-3 Institute of Society and Ethics Strong] 

The value of survival could not be so readily abused were it not for its evocative power. But abused it has been. In the name of survival, all manner of social and political evils have been committed against the rights of individuals, including the right to life. The purported threat of Communist domination has for over two decades fueled the drive of militarists for ever-larger defense budgets, no matter what the cost to other social needs. During World War II, native Japanese-Americans were herded, without due process of law, to detention camps. This policy was later upheld by the Supreme Court in Korematsu v. United States (1944) in the general context that a threat to national security can justify acts otherwise blatantly unjustifiable. The survival of the Aryan race was one of the official legitimations of Nazism. Under the banner of survival, the government of South Africa imposes a ruthless apartheid, heedless of the most elementary human rights. The Vietnamese war has seen one of the greatest of the many absurdities tolerated in the name of survival: the destruction of villages in order to save them. But it is not only in a political setting that survival has been evoked as a final and unarguable value. The main rationale B. F. Skinner offers in Beyond Freedom and Dignity for the controlled and conditioned society is the need for survival. For Jacques Monod, in Chance and Necessity, survival requires that we overthrow almost every known religious, ethical and political system. In genetics, the survival of the gene pool has been put forward as sufficient grounds for a forceful prohibition of bearers of offensive genetic traits from marrying and bearing children. Some have even suggested that we do the cause of survival no good by our misguided medical efforts to find means by which those suffering from such common genetically based diseases as diabetes can live a normal life, and thus procreate even more diabetics. In the field of population and environment, one can do no better than to cite Paul Ehrlich, whose works have shown a high dedication to survival, and in its holy name a willingness to contemplate governmentally enforced abortions and a denial of food to surviving populations of nations which have not enacted population-control policies. For all these reasons it is possible to counterpoise over against the need for survival a "tyranny of survival." There seems to be no imaginable evil which some group is not willing to inflict on another for sake of survival, no rights, liberties or dignities which it is not ready to suppress. It is easy, of course, to recognize the danger when survival is falsely and manipulatively invoked. Dictators never talk about their aggressions, but only about the need to defend the fatherland to save it from destruction at the hands of its enemies. But my point goes deeper than that. It is directed even at a legitimate concern for survival, when that concern is allowed to reach an intensity which would ignore, suppress or destroy other fundamental human rights and values. The potential tyranny survival as value is that it is capable, if not treated sanely, of wiping out all other values. Survival can become an obsession and a disease, provoking a destructive single-mindedness that will stop at nothing. We come here to the fundamental moral dilemma. If, both biologically and psychologically, the need for survival is basic to man, and if survival is the precondition for any and all human achievements, and if no other rights make much sense without the premise of a right to life—then how will it be possible to honor and act upon the need for survival without, in the process, destroying everything in human beings which makes them worthy of survival. To put it more strongly, if the price of survival is human degradation, then there is no moral reason why an effort should be made to ensure that survival. It would be the Pyrrhic victory to end all Pyrrhic victories.
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Don’t buy the negatives low probability claims, the USFG is diliberately constructing doomsday scenarios in the status quo to justify human rights violations.

Yudkowsky 04. [Yudkowsky, Eleiza “Cognitive biases potentially affecting judgment of global risks” Forthcoming in Global Catastrophic Risks, eds. Nick Bostrom and Milan Cirkovic Draft of August 31, 2006 Strong]

The conjunction fallacy similarly applies to futurological forecasts. Two independent sets of professional analysts at the Second International Congress on Forecasting were asked to rate, respectively, the probability of "A complete suspension of diplomatic relations between the USA and the Soviet Union, sometime in 1983" or "A Russian invasion of Poland, and a complete suspension of diplomatic relations between the USA and the Soviet Union, sometime in 1983". The second set of analysts responded with significantly higher probabilities. (Tversky and Kahneman 1983.) In Johnson et. al. (1993), MBA students at Wharton were scheduled to travel to Bangkok as part of their degree program. Several groups of students were asked how much they were willing to pay for terrorism insurance. One group of subjects was asked how much they were willing to pay for terrorism insurance covering the flight from Thailand to the US. A second group of subjects was asked how much they were willing to pay for terrorism insurance covering the round-trip flight. A third group was asked how much they were willing to pay for terrorism insurance that covered the complete trip to Thailand. These three groups responded with average willingness to pay of $17.19, $13.90, and $7.44 respectively. According to probability theory, adding additional detail onto a story must render the story less probable. It is less probable that Linda is a feminist bank teller than that she is a bank teller, since all feminist bank tellers are necessarily bank tellers. Yet human psychology seems to follow the rule that adding an additional detail can make the story more plausible. People might pay more for international diplomacy intended to prevent nanotechnological warfare by China, than for an engineering project to defend against nanotechnological attack from any source. The second threat scenario is less vivid and alarming, but the defense is more useful because it is more vague. More valuable still would be strategies which make humanity harder to extinguish without being specific to nanotechnologic threats - such as colonizing space, or see Yudkowsky (this volume) on AI. Security expert Bruce Schneier observed (both before and after the 2005 hurricane in New Orleans) that the U.S. government was guarding specific domestic targets against "movie-plot scenarios" of terrorism, at the cost of taking away resources from emergency-response capabilities that could respond to any disaster. (Schneier 2005.)
Err on the side of systemic impacts – it’s the biggest consequence in the long term

Machan, Professor of Philosophy, 03
Tibor Machan, prof. emeritus of philosophy at Auburn University, 2003 “Passion for Liberty”

All in all, then, I support the principled or rights-based ap​proach. In normal contexts, honesty is the best policy, even if at times it does not achieve the desired good results; so is respect for every individual's rights to life, liberty, and property. All in all, this is what will ensure the best consequences—in the long run and as a rule. Therefore, one need not be very concerned about the most recent estimate of the consequences of banning or not banning guns, breaking up or not breaking up Microsoft, or any other public policy, for that matter. It is enough to know that violating the rights of individuals to bear arms is a bad idea, and that history and analysis support our understanding of principle. To violate rights has always produced greater damage than good, so let's not do it, even when we are terri​bly tempted to do so, Let's not do it precisely because to do so would violate the fundamental requirements of human na​ture. It is those requirements that should be our guide, not some recent empirical data that have no staying power (ac​cording to their very own theoretical terms). Finally, you will ask, isn't this being dogmatic? Haven't we learned not to bank too much on what we've learned so far, when we also know that learning can always be improved, mod​ified, even revised? Isn't progress in the sciences and technology proof that past knowledge always gets overthrown a bit later? As in science and engineering, so in morality and politics: We must go with what we know but be open to change— provided that the change is warranted. Simply because some additional gun controls or regulations might save lives (some lives, perhaps at the expense of other lives) and simply because breaking up Microsoft might improve the satisfaction of con​sumers (some consumers, perhaps at the expense of the satis​faction of other consumers) are no reasons to violate basic rights. Only if and when there are solid, demonstrable reasons to do so should we throw out the old principles and bring on the new principles. Any such reasons would have to speak to the same level of fundamentally and relevance as that incor​porated by the theory of individual rights itself. Those defending consequentialism, like Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes, have argued the opposite thesis: Unless one can prove, beyond a doubt, that violating rights in a particular instance is necessarily wrong in the eyes of a "rational and fair man," the state may go ahead and "accept the natural outcome of dominant opinion" and violate those rights.1 Such is now the leading jurisprudence 
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and, Catering to minute risks based on higher magnitude creates policy paralysis, making their impacts inevitable
Rescher, Prof. of Philosophy, 83
[Nicholas Rescher, University of Pittsburgh Professor of Philosophy, “Risk: A Philosophical Introduction to the Theory of Risk Evaluation and Management” 1983 Strong]
The stakes are high, the potential benefits enormous. (And so are the costs - for instance cancer research and, in particular, the multi-million dollar gamble on interferon.) But there is no turning back the clock. The processes at issue are irreversible. Only through the shrewd deployment of science and technology can we resolve the problems that science and technology themselves have brought upon us. America seems to have backed off from its traditional entrepreneurial spirit and become a risk-aversive, slow investing economy whose (real-resource) support for technological and scientific innovation has been declining for some time. In our yearning for the risk-free society we may well create a social system that makes risk-taking innovation next to impossible. The critical thing is to have a policy that strikes a proper balance between malfunctions and missed opportunities - a balance whose "propriety" must be geared to a realistic appraisal of the hazards and opportunities at issue. Man is a creature condemned to live in a twilight zone of risk and opportunity. And so we are led back to Aaron Wildavski's thesis that flight from risk is the greatest risk of all, "because a total avoidance of risks means that society will become paralyzed, depleting its resources in preventive action, and denying future generations opportunities and technologies needed for improving the quality of life. By all means let us calculate our risks with painstaking care, and by all means let us manage them with prudent conservatism. But in life as in warfare there is truth in H. H. Frost's maxim that "every mistake in war is excusable except inactivity and refusal to take risks" (though, obviously, it is needful to discriminate between a good risk and a bad one). The price of absolute security is absolute stultification.
In order to solve colonialism we must draw attention to the notions of “ends” by doing so we commit to our long and short-term goals of our work and withdrawal
Diana Brydon, University of Western Ontario, ‘6 [Postcolonial Test 2.1, “Is There a Politics of Postcoloniality?” http://journals.sfu.ca/pocol/index.php/pct/article/viewArticle/508/175 Strong]
In valuing politics as politics, we need not devalue other kinds of human creativity. Ultimately, my own interest lies in the ways that literary texts both engage and exceed the political. Many critical texts, from a variety of ideological perspectives, have recently appeared addressing the question of postcolonial aesthetics. But the task of thinking through aesthetics and politics together remains one of the challenges before us.

Although the ultimate orientation of a postcolonial politics is toward negotiating political change in the organizations of governance, power and wealth in the world, the more immediate task is creating the kinds of knowledge base and the kinds of subjects who can work together creatively toward achieving such goals. We always need to remind ourselves of the long and short term goals of our work. By drawing attention to the notion of "ends" I am directing attention to the functions of postcolonial work but also highlighting its imbrication within utopian projects as varied and contradictory as Marxism and Christianity. The language of postcolonial theory is heavily imbued with potent metaphors from economics and religion. How do we negotiate across these conflicting agendas? "The Ends of Postcolonialism," my original conference title, carries eschatological echoes from monotheistic religious, liberal and utopian discourses, each of which implies that history is progress toward "an end," a final point of consummation. These are echoes I wish to disclaim but which must be investigated before they can be discarded because the whole enterprise is imbued with them, heavily imbued with them. The notion of bearing witness, for example, grounds much work within the field in a way that seems to delink the concept from its roots in religious experience, but can such associations be so easily delinked? Or should they be? In what ways does the postcolonial politics of bearing witness move this concept out of religious discourse into the realm of the political? What are the implications of such transference for the practice of a politics of postcoloniality?
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Colonization uses a declaration of rights as its justification of colonizing, we will be able to solve the colonization of a country by removing the presence of the west from the country 

 Diana Brydon, University of Western Ontario, ‘6 [Postcolonial Test 2.1, “Is There a Politics of Postcoloniality?” http://journals.sfu.ca/pocol/index.php/pct/article/viewArticle/508/175 Strong]
Postcolonial politics take place within a larger crisis of politics itself. We need to understand this crisis, the ways in which the postcolonial is embedded within it, and what specifically postcolonial perspectives might bring to understanding and resolving this crisis. Immanuel Wallerstein suggests that we are now at the end of the era of liberalism as the global ideology or "geoculture of the modern world system," an era initiated by the French Revolution in 1789, with its declaration of the rights of Man and its emancipatory agenda, and now brought to an end with the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989 (1). This era was characterized, in his view, by liberalism's links with racism and Eurocentrism, and by its ability to highjack and redeploy ideologies of liberation. He believes that "the world-system is moving into an even greater North-South polarization than heretofore" (19), a situation which throws up several options for political practice: 1. what I am calling the politics of blame, he terms "the Khomeini option," the denunciation of the West and its Enlightenment values as the incarnation of evil (21); 2. what he describes as the "Saddam Hussein option," "the willingness to risk real warfare" (22); and 3. "individual resistance by physical relocation" --the solution reluctantly adopted by many postcolonial intellectuals, refugees, undocumented workers and other migrants (23). These options pose political dilemmas. Wallerstein sees the next fifty years as a time of crucial potential, as previously dominant ideologies and economic systems collapse and new forms emerge. Out of this challenge, he wonders "whether new transformatory movements with new strategies and agendas will in fact emerge" (24). What role will postcolonial politics play during this interregnum? Is it aligned with the old order or the new? Certainly it shares in much of the old, deriving its notions of the subject of politics and the goals of liberation from the declarations of 1789. But it may also have some alternative perspectives to offer on how to think about politics and how to practice it in these changing times. I think it does. This moment, then, may provide an opportunity. How might it be seized?

Ending the colonization of Iraq is key. Iraq is the starting point of a deadly spiral of US intervention. 

Everest 04 [Larry Everest, Common Courage Press, 2004, “Oil, Power, and Empire: Iraq and the U.S. Global Agenda” Strong]
For over 60 years, U.S. actions in Iraq and the Persian Gulf have been guided by calculations of global empire, regional domination, and overall control of Persian Gulf oil. As a result, they have never brought liberation, but have instead inflicted enormous suffering and perpetuated oppression. There are deep national, social and class divisions running through the societies of the Middle East, but foreign domination—by the U.S. in particular—remains the main obstacle to a more just social order. Second, U.S. actions have brought neither peace nor stability, but spawned a deepening spiral of resistance, instability, intervention and war. There are connections here, and a trajectory to events which we will explore, from the 1953 coup that installed the Shah in Iran to the 1979 revolution that overthrew him, to the subsequent Iran-Iraq war, to the first U.S. Gulf War in 1991, and then the second in 2003. The new U.S. National Security Strategy and its offspring—the “war on terror”—are efforts to forcibly resolve these growing impediments. Third, this war represents a further, horrific escalation of that deadly spiral of U.S. intervention and it is only the beginning. Washington has dispatched its military to conquer and occupy a country in the heart of the Arab world, perhaps for years to come, and use it as a springboard for further maneuvers and aggressions in the region. Finally, the history of foreign intervention in the Persian Gulf demonstrates that grand ambitions of conquest and control are one thing, but realizing them can be quite another. Oppression breeds resistance, actions provoke reactions, and events often careen beyond the control of their initiators in unexpected ways.
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Iraq is the starting point. Obama perpetuates US colonialism and racism which will bring about the end of civilization.

Santos 08 [Juan Santos, writer from LA, 2/13/08, “Barak Obama and the ‘End” of Racism” Dissident Voice, http://dissidentvoice.org/2008/02/barack-obama-and-the-%E2%80%9Cend%E2%80%9D-of-racism/ Strong]
The regime of Bush the Lesser was the pinnacle of this effort; he carried the agenda as far as it could go, before it began to fracture and collapse under the weight of its own madness — before it met the determined resistance of society’s most vulnerable, scapegoated and openly stigmatized targets, as they marched in their millions refusing to be victims. The combined force of the Christian fascist juggernaut, the repressive powers of the State, and the US war machine looked unstoppable until it met this opposition at home, and until it met the mad and fierce resistance of the people of Iraq who have, however chaotic and horrifying their tactics, refused to be conquered. With these events, the aura of invincibility and unstoppable momentum was destroyed, the lid of repression began to crack, and what had been suppressed in us rose again to the surface. Literally, in terms of time in office, and as a sweeping reactionary social agenda, the Bush regime is coming to an end. With its end, inevitably, comes a wave of hope and euphoria. This is the wave Obama is riding, the ocean of energy he is trying to steer into an acceptance of the same old deal, the same old wars, the same old systemic racism, packaged as if it were something new. This wave of energy is not something he’s inspired, it’s something he’s riding and that he is uniquely qualified to channel toward his own ends — which are not our ends. As we have seen, Obama doesn’t represent peace — he represents an expansion of war and the power of Empire. He’s even more extreme on this than Bush himself, except in his public rhetoric. He doesn’t represent the real and legitimate needs, desires and hopes of Black people — he refuses to speak openly of the most fundamental issues affecting Black people. He doesn’t represent the “end of racism,” but the perpetuation of oppression in a new guise. Obama doesn’t represent a new system or the new way of life we dreamed of and fought for and that has been suppressed; he represents the old one. He represents a system that is fundamentally rooted in exploitation, oppression and destruction on a global scale, and he is living proof that no fundamental change for the better can, or will, come about under the system he represents and upholds. It doesn’t work that way. To tell the truth is to betray the system, and he can’t bring himself to do it, even though he is far too conscious not to know it. Attaining authentic freedom requires, as its barest starting point, the naming of what keeps us subjugated. What keeps us subjugated is the very system Obama wants to rule. The system, even with Barack Obama as its first Black emperor, is not our hope. It’s our enemy, the enemy of the world, and, because this system is rapidly undermining the ability of the planet to foster and sustain life, it is the enemy of all Life on Earth. This is exactly the understanding that the Christian fascists like Weyrich and Heubeck wanted to crush out of our awareness, and the lack of such awareness is exactly what Barack Obama depends on if he is to remain a symbol of the impossible dream that the system can be something other than what it is.

Iraq key

Pulling out of Iraq is key- it sets a precedent for US intervention

William I. Robinson, @ University of California–Santa Barbar‘4 a, [Commentary 26.3, “What to Expect from US “Democracy Promotion” in Iraq,” p. ingenta]

 The US plan for “promoting democracy” in Iraq is an integral component of its overall interventionist project in the Middle East. US rulers are deeply divided over the invasion and occupation of Iraq and they face an expanding foreign policy crisis. Nonetheless, there is consensus among them, and among transna- tional elites more generally, on political intervention under the rubric of “democracy promotion.” Such political intervention is not just a Republican, much less a Bush regime, policy. As such, it plays a key legitimating function and can be expected to become a central component of overall US strategy in Iraq in the coming months and years. Washington’s plan for “political transition” in Iraq involves the election of constituent assembly in December 2004, in the wake of the alleged “restoration” of Iraqi sovereignty in June 2004,1 to be followed by general elections in December 2005. The US government had already allocated by early 2004 at least $458 million dollars for a program to “promote democracy” in Iraq.2 The contours of this program are not yet clear. But judging by the general pattern of US “democracy promotion” around the world, we can expect that this program will involve funding by Washington through numerous channels—both overt and covert—of political parties and other elite forums in Iraq, as well as a series of organizations in Iraqi civil society, among them, trade unions, business councils, media outlets, student and women’s groups, and professional associa- tions.3 These “democracy promotion programs” are part of a larger “four step” plan for the entire Middle East, announced by Washington in 2003, using its occupation of Iraq as leverage.4 The first of these steps was a resolution of the Palestinian–Israeli conflict (the “road map” has, of course, since collapsed). The second was a “Middle East Partnership” to “build a civil society” in the region. Such “civil society” programs typically attempt to groom new transnationally- oriented elites, and in this case, to incorporate the Arab masses into a civil society under the hegemony of these elites. The third was the region’s further integration into the global economy through liberalization and structural adjust- ment. And the fourth was preventing the rise of any regional military challenge to the emerging US/transnational domination. The overall objective was to force on the region a more complete integration into global capitalism. The US has three goals for the political system it will attempt to put into place in Iraq. The first is to cultivate transnationally-oriented elites who share Washington’s interest in integrating Iraq into the global capitalist system and who can administer the local state being constructed under the tutelage of the occupation force. The second is to isolate those counter-elites who are not amenable to the US project, such as nationally- (as opposed to transnationally-) oriented elites and others in a position of leadership, authority and influence, who do not share US goals. The third is to establish the hegemony of this elite over the Iraqi masses, to prevent the mass of Iraqis from becoming politicized and mobilized on their own independent of or in opposition to the US project, by incorporating them “consensually” into the political order the US wishes to establish. The type of political system Washington will attempt to establish in Iraq has little to do with democracy and should not be referred to as such, as the terminology itself is ideological and intended to give an aura of legitimacy to US intervention. It does not involve power (cratos) of the people (demos), much less an end to class and foreign domination or to substantive inequality. This political system is more accurately termed polyarchy (a term I have borrowed from Robert Dahl and modified)—a system in which a small group actually rules on behalf of (transnational) capital and mass participation in decision-mak- ing is limited to choosing among competing elites in tightly controlled electoral processes.5 US policymakers began to promote polyarchy in the 1980s and 1990s around the world through novel mechanisms of political intervention, abandoning the dictatorships and authoritarian regimes that they had relied on for much of the post WWII period to assure social control and political influence in the former colonial world. This shift in policy took place in the context of globalization and in response to the crisis of elite rule that had developed in much of the Third World in the 1970s. Behind the new policy was an effort to hijack and redirect mass democratization struggles, to undercut popular demands for more funda- mental change in the social order, to help emerging transnationally-oriented elites secure state power through highly-contested transitions, and to use that power to integrate (or reintegrate) their countries into the new global capitalism. Seen in more theoretical abstraction, the policy shift represented an effort by transnational elites to reconstitute hegemony through a change in the mode of political domination, from the coercive systems of social control exercised by authoritarian and dictatorial regimes to more consensually-based systems based on polyarchy. Transnational elites hope that the demands, grievances and aspirations of the popular classes will become neutralized 

less through direct repression than through ideological mechanisms, political cooptation and disor- ganization, and the limits imposed by the global economy. Polyarchy has been promoted by the transnational elite as the political counterpart to the promotion of neo-liberalism, structural adjustment, and unfettered transnational corporate accumulation. US “democracy promotion” intervention, in this regard, generally facilitates a shift in power from locally and regionally-oriented elites to new groups more favorable to the transnational agenda. 

Iraq key extensions

Pulling out of Iraq is key- it’s the cornerstone of US colonialist expansion

William I. Robinson, @ University of California–Santa Barbar‘4 a, [Commentary 26.3, “What to Expect from US “Democracy Promotion” in Iraq,” p. ingenta]
We may see in Iraq another modus operandi of US political intervention, in which US operatives choose for strategic reasons to work through third-country groups. For instance, in its extensive political intervention activities in Nicaragua in the 1980s the US “democracy promotion” apparatus worked through a number of Venezuelan political and civic organizations. Proxy Venezuelan operatives actually conducted programs on the ground in Nicaragua. As Spanish-speaking Latin Americans, these operatives were able to achieve a level of legitimacy, penetration and influence impossible for gringos.8 In Iraq, there- fore, the US may choose at some point to mount political intervention programs via Jordanian, Egyptian, and other Middle Eastern-based groups. Those monitor- ing political intervention in Iraq will want to look out for the creation of NGOs in the country (we are likely to see a dramatic NGO-ization). While many of these may be authentic Iraqi and foreign groups, others will undoubtedly be part of the US-mounted political intervention network. Washington hopes to create through its “democracy promotion” programs “agents of influence”—local political and civic leaders who are expected to generate ideological conformity with the elite social order under construction, to promote the neo-liberal outlook, and to advocate for policies that integrate the intervened country into global capitalism. These agents are further expected to compete with, and eclipse, more popular-oriented, independent, progressive or radical groups and individuals who may have a distinct agenda for their country . The US goal is to make the conquest of Iraq a Janus-faced project of consent and coercion, or more aptly, “consent backed up by the armor or coercion.” “Democracy promotion” programs are not intended, as a matter of course, to replace military intervention but to complement it. US and international opera- tives hope that political intervention will lead to the establishment of internal consensual mechanisms of domination as the flip side of direct coercive domi- nation by US armed force. The operation of local paramilitary forces and even death squads is not necessarily anathema to US-sponsored political transitions in intervened countries. Such forces may well develop in Iraq in some sort of a synergic relation with the civic and political network that US political interven- tion will cultivate.

Colonialism I/L extensions

Our presence in Iraq perpetuates biopolitical control through the idea of conquering other nations

Michael Welch, Prof. of Criminal Justice @ Rutgers, ‘8 [Critical Criminology, “Ordering Iraq: Reflections on Power, Discourse, & Neocolonialism,” P. informaworld]
Recent geopolitical events offer critical criminology important opportunities to examine the roles of power, discourse, and war in reshaping a post-9/11 world (Michalowski and Kramer 2006; Ruggiero 2007; Welch 2006, 2009). Particularly given that a coterie of neoconservatives had been planning a return to Iraq—a Desert Storm II—long before the attacks of September 11th (Armstrong 2002; Tenet 2007), it is appropriate to consider further the idea of colonialism (Ali 2003a, b; Gregory 2004).1 The term colonialism refers to “the extension of a nation’s sovereignty over territory and people both within and outside its own boundaries, as well as the beliefs used to legitimate this domination” (Bosworth and Flavin 2007, p. 2). While controlling labor and consuming resources, colonialism also penetrates culture in ways that project a racial superiority of the conqueror; in doing so, it moves to justify the exploitation, mistreatment, and discrimination of its subjects (see Ross 1998). The dialog over colonialism, to be sure, is nuanced. Said (1993, p. 9) distinguishes between imperialism and colonialism in which the former points to the practice, theory, and attitudes of a “dominating metropolitan center ruling a distant territory,” while the later symbolizes the implanting of settlements there. From a slightly different angle, Derek Gregory prefers to speak about the colonial present rather than an imperial one because he wants to retain the active sense of the verb “to colonize” so as to direct attention to the “constellations of power, knowledge, and geography…[that] continue to colonize lives all over the world” (2004, p. xv). Despite those distinctions, other commentators contend that imperialism and colonialism operate in concert to advance empire and its management of other sovereignties (see Chowdhry and Beeman 2007; Hardt and Negri 2001).  A critique of the invasion and occupation of Iraq benefits from the notion of biopower, a concept developed by Foucault (1978) to describe the process by which the state regulates people within a certain territory. By doing so, that overarching form of power systematically makes populations thinkable and governable through professional expertise (Burchell et al. 1991; Stenson 2005). Looking deeper into the underpinnings of nation-building in Iraq, this article draws on Foucault by incorporating his insights into power and discourse as they pertain to neocolonialism. Here neocolonialism signifies a new form of colonization whereby a sovereign state (i.e., Iraq) is under political, economic, and military control by a hegemonic power (i.e., USA). As the analysis reveals, the reconstruction of Iraq points to key geopolitical shifts stemming from a state of exception whereby the US government strays from the rule of law on grounds of an international emergency. Agamben (2005) reminds us, however, that those socio-legal transformations are not momentary ruptures in power, but have become the new working model for the administration of executive authority. Among the distressing aspects of that emerging configuration of power is the establishment of impunity that shields perpetrators of state crime from prosecution (see Cohen 1995, 2001; Welch 2003). The discussion begins by reflecting on the meaning of order, geopolitics, and colonial rule. 

Colonialism I/L extensions

And, The US act of “peacekeeping” in Iraq is fueled by the economic possibilities of war

Eric Herring 2007[Senior Lecturer in International Politics at the University of Bristol. “Neoliberalism Versus Peacebuilding in Iraq” Strong]
The theory and practice of peacebuilding has developed primarily as an instrument of liberal global governance. Liberal is defined here as a formal and informal commitment to principles and practices of individual rights and responsibilities in the context of equality of opportunity, the rule of law, freedom of expression and association, a mainly market economy and governments chosen in multi-party free elections. That liberalism is propagated and implemented globally above, below and at the state level, and in a governance mode, that is, by a diverse range of non-state and quasi-state as well as state actors. A substantial, though variable, amount of state ownership of industry, economic regulation and planning and social welfare have been a routine pan of the class compromise between capital and labour to stabilise liberal governance (Harvey. 2005: 10-12). However, such features resulting in what is usually termed "embedded liberalism" (Ruggie 1982. 2003) are not necessarily part of liberal governance and all these features are targeted for dismantling by the neoliberal project In this context, peacebuilding is in effect defined as a deliberate attempt to create the sustained non-use of physical violence to achieve social and political objectives (especially non-liberal ones, with violence being an instrument of liberal governance that is accepted in principle even if disputed in particular cases). The idea of peacebuilding has long been a staple of liberal peace activists and is now attracting increasing attention in global governance forums, most notably the UN. In March 2005. then UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan in his report In Larger Freedom called for a new UN Peacebuilding Commission to help countries make "the transition from war to lasting peace* (Annan. 2005: para. 114): it was established the following year. While the US government has remained immune to explicit discourses of 'peacebuilding', economic or otherwise, in relation to Iraq, consideration has been given in liberal governance circles to the economic aspects of creating lasting peace (US DoS. 2007: 2). This follows on from concern about the problems posed by war economies in two senses - economic activities on which combatants rely to support their war effort, and, more perniciously, economic activity that is dependent on the continuation of war. In this context, war is defined loosely so as to include violence for primarily economic rather than political purposes, a distinction, which is often difficult to make in practice. The economic dimension of peacebuilding is then defined in the liberal framing as giving people an economic stake in peace rather than war that is sufficient in scale or type to make war less likely. Those exploring the economic aspect of peacebuilding in Iraq explicitly are mainlv think-tanks and humanitarian NGOs. The US Institute of Peace (USIP) was granted $10 million in Congress in 2003 with the explicit goal of promoting peacebuilding in Iraq, but its focus has not primarilv been on economic issues (USIP 2005). In contrast, the Iraq Peace and Development Working Group (IPDWG) of NGOs is arguing for much greater weight to be given to an economic approach to peacebuilding and claims that it can be vital in ending conflict (EPIC. 2007). The contrast between their approaches emphasises the lack of any agreed idea of what peacebuilding is, how it works or how it relates to contemporary trends in the global political economy. 

Colonialism I/L extensions

The forcing of democracy onto Iraq is colonialism at its core. While westerners see it as a civilizing process, it includes genocide, famine, and inequality.

Ron Johnston September 2005 [The Colonial Present: Afghanistan, Palestine, Iraq journal Annals of the Association of American Geographers, Volume 95, Issue 3 pages 719 - 723

 http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a788957145&fulltext=713240928]
Learning to see the war through our enemies’ eyes is a vital first step. But Sun Tzu reminded us that ‘knowing thyself’ is just as important to victory, and there is one final lesson for us on Mindanao—the hardest of all. In his speech to the American Enterprise Institute before the war in Iraq, President Bush remarked that the world ‘has a clear interest in the spread of democratic values, because stable and free nations do not breed ideologies of murder’.18 There would have been no question in his mind that ‘democratic values’, as well as ‘liberty’ and ‘freedom’, emanated from the West and from America in particular, and from there spread to the rest of the world. ‘Americans’, he told another audience, have sacrificed themselves in wartime ‘missions of rescue and liberation on nearly every continent’.19 He told some graduating university students after Saddam’s fall that he had ‘a great goal for this nation. We will use our influence and idealism to replace old hatreds with new hopes across the Middle East’.20 Lately, he announced the US has adopted a ‘forward strategy of freedom in the Middle East’.21 These remarks should not be dismissed as mere rhetoric. On the contrary, they reveal the most deeply held, most cherished beliefs the West has about itself: what John Gray has termed the ‘recurring utopianism of western civilisation’.22 For President Bush, the ‘advance of freedom is the calling of our time; it is the calling of our country’.23

The Moros on Mindanao, and many, many others in the global South, would not characterize what has come to them from the West as ‘freedom’ and ‘liberty’. However one ultimately adjudicates the West’s contribution to human flourishing and human suffering, it has to be accepted that in the world outside the Euro-Atlantic community the West appears very different from its own self- image. The West generally sees itself as civilized, modern, developed and rational, while often viewing other parts of the world as barbaric, atavistic, undeveloped and in the grip of passions rather than reason.24 The West likes to think that colonialism, on balance, was a civilizing mission. But this is not generally how the imperial era is remembered by those who were subjugated. For most of them, the arrival of the Europeans was an unprecedented calamity. They suffered war, conquest, epidemics, genocide, famine and other disasters, and were ex- posed to new vulnerabilities such as dependence on world commodity prices.25 What the West got up to in the global South was the very antithesis of western ideas about itself, it was violent, rapacious and dominating. As Frantz Fanon remarked, when speeches are made about western values, the ‘native’ is likely to pull out his knife, or at least ‘makes sure it is within reach’.26

More recently, since 1989, the West, and the US in particular, set out to remake the world once again in its own image, in a utopian effort to spread democracy and free markets everywhere. With astonishing arrogance, Francis Fukuyama and others spoke of liberal democracy in its particularly American embodiment as the ‘final form of human government’, indeed the ‘end point of mankind’s ideological evolution’.27 Seemingly without considering the possibi- lity that someone, somewhere would stand up and resist effectively, Fukuyama argued that as the US was the world’s sole remaining superpower, it is ‘inevit- able that Americanization will accompany globalization’.28

For many in the global South, the era of free market globalization has been one not of peace and prosperity, but of increasing inequality, collapsing states and endemic violence.29 When it was a matter of ensuring debt repayments or opening Third World markets to western exports and investment, the West insisted that free market logic was the only possible way forward. But when it came to opening the West’s own markets, or cutting agricultural subsidies, then different rules applied, as seen most recently at the collapse of the WTO ministerial meeting in Cancún in September 2003. ‘While the EU gives very generously with one hand through its aid policies, its trade policies destroy the livelihoods of poor farmers’.30 It is not unreasonable, given their devastating effects, to consider the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy or US farm subsidies as something approaching humanitarian crimes. Similarly, what of the West’s preferential commitment to patent rights over human rights, to the point where it values the profits of its pharmaceutical corporations above the lives of millions suffering from disease in the global South? As bin Laden points out, while western slogans ‘call for humanity, justice, and peace, the behaviour of their governments is completely the opposite’.31 In many parts of the world, Muslim peasants bear the burden of these and other western policies.
colonialism/Racism I/l extentions
The “war on terror” is rooted in racist logic in which the US imposes the “culture war.” The oppression and social hierarchy this provides allows capitalism to thrive hand in hand with racism, not only on a global level but as well as every day actions. This enables oppression, war and genocide. 

Pinar Batur 2007, [PhD at UT-Austin Prof. of Scociology at Vassar, “The Heart of Violence: Global Racism, War, and Genocide,” in Handbook of the The Soiology of Racial and Ethnic Relations, eds. Vera and Feagin, p. 446-7 2007 Strong]

Racist legitimization of inequality has changed from presupposed biological inferiority to assumed cultural inadequacy. This defines the new terms of impossibility of coexistence, much less equality. The Jim Crow racism of biological inferiority is now being replaced with a new and modern racism (Baker 1981; Ansell 1997) with “culture war” as the key to justify difference, hierarchy, and oppression. The ideology of “culture war” is becoming embedded in institutions, defining the workings of organizations, and is now defended by individuals who argue that they are not racist, but are not blind to the inherent differences between African-Americans/Arabs/Chinese, or whomever, and “us.” “Us” as a concept defines the power of a group to distinguish itself and to assign a superior value to its institutions, revealing certainty that affinity with “them” will be harmful to its existence (Hunter 1991; Buchanan 2002). How can we conceptualize this shift to examine what has changed over the past century and what has remained the same in a racist society? Joe Feagin examines this question with a theory of systemic racism to explore societal complexity of interconnected elements for longevity and adaptability of racism. He sees that systemic racism persists due to a “white racial frame,” defining and maintaining an “organized set of racialized ideas, stereotypes, emotions, and inclinations to discriminate” (Feagin 2006: 25). The white racial frame arranges the routine operation of racist institutions, which enables social and economic reproduction and amendment of racial privilege. It is this frame that defines the political and economic bases of cultural and historical legitimization. While the white racial frame is one of the components of systemic racism, it is attached to other terms of racial oppression to forge systemic coherency. It has altered over time from slavery to segregation to racial oppression and now frames “culture war,” or “clash of civilizations,” to legitimate the racist oppression of domination, exclusion, war, and genocide. The concept of “culture war” emerged to define opposing ideas in America regarding privacy, censorship, citizenship rights, and secularism, but it has been globalized through conflicts over immigration, nuclear power, and the “war on terrorism.” Its discourse and action articulate to flood the racial space of systemic racism. Racism is a process of defining and building communities and societies based on racialized hierarchy of power. The expansion of capitalism cast new formulas of divisions and oppositions, fostering inequality even while integrating all previous forms of oppressive hierarchical arrangements as long as they bolstered the need to maintain the structure and form of capitalist arrangements (Batur-VanderLippe 1996). In this context, the white racial frame, defining the terms of racist systems of oppression, enabled the globalization of racial space through the articulation of capitalism (Du Bois 1942; Winant 1994). The key to understanding this expansion is comprehension of the synergistic relationship between racist systems of oppression and the capitalist system of exploitation. Taken separately, these two systems would be unable to create such oppression independently. However, the synergy between them is devastating. In the age of industrial capitalism, this synergy manifested itself imperialism and colonialism. In the age of advanced capitalism, it is war and genocide. The capitalist system, by enabling and maintaining the connection between everyday life and the global, buttresses the processes of racial oppression, and synergy between racial oppression and capitalist exploitation begets violence. Etienne Balibar points out that the connection between everyday life and the global is established through thought, making global racism a way of thinking, enabling connections of “words with objects and words with images in order 

Us-them paradigm extensions

Western society is justifying these acts of colonialism by portraying Iraq society as barbaric, uncivilized, and as the other.
Nancy Ehrenreich, Criminal Law and Procedure, 2004 [Disguising Empire: Racialized Masculinity and the Civilizing of Iraq, B.A., 1974, Yale University J.D., 1979, LL.M, 1982, University of Virginia Strong]
Proponents of the war against Iraq (as well as the previous Gulf War I) exulted in  demonizing "the enemy" and vividly depicting his/its8 demise. Flyers, cartoons, and he like depicted Saddam Hussein as a primitive, pre-civilized form of human and showed him being sodomized, shot, or otherwise harmed and degraded.9 Talk radio hosts and standup comedians made endless jokes at the expense of Saddam in particular and the Iraqi forces in general. Jay Leno, performing before an all-military audience, suggested that Bush, in a post-war press conference, must have had a hard time figuring out how to nicely say "we kicked butt." Soon, Leno joked, the  government was going to put out a "highlights" video, showing the best bombing  attacks of the war.10 An American reporter covering Gulf War H1 pretended to  "interview" the carbonized corpse of an Iraqi car driver, immolated in his car, while  scandalized Iraqis watched from nearby street corners. A disk jockey in Denver  gloated about how the MOAB bomb was going to make gutless Iraqi soldiers flee in  fear.      

The image conveyed by each of these examples - in addition to the  dehumanization of Iraqis they evoke - is of the humiliation and emasculation of  Saddam and his troops by the U.S. military. Moreover, each comment (even,  perhaps, the "interview") evinces an identification by the speaker with U.S. military  might-a sense that the speaker's own masculinity will be (or has been) enhanced by  our military exploits. The comments also glorify and trivialize the destruction that  war wreaks, making the deaths of Iraqi soldiers and civilians alike into subjects of  humor. The property destruction and lives lost due to the American bombardment,  this discourse clearly implies, constitute entertainment for the American people.  Even though none of the comments contains explicitly racial epithets, the speakers  surely must have known who the "enemy" was, making the racial subtext clear
Us them extensions

Only by seeing Iraq citizens as people can we start to understand them and stop this colonial disaster. To do this we need to leave.

Ron Johnston September 2005 [The Colonial Present: Afghanistan, Palestine, Iraq journal Annals of the Association of American Geographers, Volume 95, Issue 3 pages 719 - 723

 http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a788957145&fulltext=713240928]
Only by granting one’s enemies a full and unqualified humanity can one ever hope to understand them. Western leaders will never manage this feat as long as they stay locked in delusions about their own rationality, beneficence and civilization while denying Muslims and Arabs the same. This is doubly import- ant in the struggle against ‘terrorism’. For the military tradition of the weak against the strong has always had to make use of unconventional tactics and ruses, precisely because the weak lack the wherewithal to fight in conventional fashion. This does not make them evil; rather, it is a sign of strategic sophis- tication. In an earlier small war in which the British empire was fighting for the right to export opium to China, the Chinese on Hong Kong island resorted to poisoning the bread they baked for the Europeans. Luckily for the British, they rather overdid it, putting in too much arsenic, which induced vomiting before the poison could work. One afflicted British trader wrote home, ‘This mode of warfare is hard to deal with’.39 At least he had the honesty to call it ‘warfare’ rather than barbarity or terrorism. The Chinese armies were opposing bladed weapons to gunpowder, war junks to steamships. Opening a new front in the bakeries was a rational and creative response to such a situation. To expect any less is to imagine your enemies are stupid.

Yet many persist in seeing in ‘terrorist acts’ some kind of innate barbarity rather than classic weapons of the weak. As uses of force, many of Al-Qaeda’s bombings and other operations have had great strategic effect in return for lives and resources expended, not least on 9/11 itself. Nonetheless, an American military spokesman characterized a recent bombing in Iraq as ‘heinous’ and ‘an act of pure brutality with no possible aim except to cause destruction and death’.40 This officer needs to be reminded that all acts of war involve destruc- tion in pursuit of political aims. He might also reflect on the fact that suicide an enormously effective tool in resisting military occupa- tion, as the recent acceleration of the US timetable for handing over sovereignty to the Iraqis attests.41 A young Palestinian woman remarked of the choice of suicide bombs, ‘This is the only weapon we have’.42 In the three weeks following the invasion of Iraq, between 3,500 and 6,000 Iraqi civilians were killed and perhaps 20,000 more injured, yet this is thought of as ‘collateral damage’ suffered in the course of legitimate military operations.43 ‘The Islamic nation must also know that the US version of terrorism is a kind of deception. Is it logical for the United States and its allies to carry out this repression, persecu- tion, plundering and bloodletting over these long years without this being called terrorism, while when the victim tries to seek justice, he is described as terrorist?’44 The point is not that one side is a terrorist and the other is not. Rather, both sides are at war and making use of available instruments in the most effective way they know how. Planning must proceed on this basis rather than on that of the specious moralizing which all too easily informs strategic thinking in the West.45 ‘[W]e in the West call the few casualties we suffer from terrorism and surprise “cowardly”, the frightful losses we inflict through open and direct assault “fair”’.46

Us-them paradigm extensions

Colonialist expansion creates an us-them paradigm, using democracy expansion as a cover.

Ron Johnston September 2005 [The Colonial Present: Afghanistan, Palestine, Iraq journal Annals of the Association of American Geographers, Volume 95, Issue 3 pages 719 - 723

 http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a788957145&fulltext=713240928]
Homines sacri are the victims of contemporary neocolonialism. Whereas globalization, according to Gregory, involves deterritorializing processes and tearing down boundaries to enable capital accumulation, the associated processes of colonization (although without formal occupation once “freedom and democracy” can be installed) are creating partitioned territories with boundaries between “them” and “us”—as so clearly demonstrated in Israel-Palestine and in the creation of new, quasi-extra-states territories such as Guantaacutenamo Bay. Until the American view of modernity is accepted universally, such strategies will continue to be deployed. The alternative is an acceptance of multiple truths and of difference, a world where “them” and “us” can live together without one wishing to eliminate the other. (Gregory hopes his critical analysis will reveal this alternative to those who, by their citizenship of the United States and its major allies, notably the U.K., are implicated in the “war of terror” that is being waged in the “war on terror.”) Elimination of the other is current U.S. policy, however. It involves, if possible, winning “them” over to our side (i.e., to our truths regarding democracy and freedom): if necessary, however, opponents will be removed by destroying their places and, in the process, immiserating, if not killing, innocent homines sacri who are the victims of collateral damage.

Democracy cover for expansion extensions

The US is using the mask of democracy to force imperialist expansion.

William I. Robinson, University of California–Santa Barbara, September 2004 [New Political Science, Volume 26, Number 3, What to Expect from US “Democracy Promotion” in Iraq http://escholarship.org/uc/item/4kn10123#page-1 ]

Washington hopes to create through its “democracy promotion” programs “agents of influence”—local political and civic leaders who are expected to generate ideological conformity with the elite social order under construction, to promote the neo-liberal outlook, and to advocate for policies that integrate the intervened country into global capitalism. These agents are further expected to compete with, and eclipse, more popular-oriented, independent, progressive or radical groups and individuals who may have a distinct agenda for their country .

The US goal is to make the conquest of Iraq a Janus-faced project of consent and coercion, or more aptly, “consent backed up by the armor or coercion.” “Democracy promotion” programs are not intended, as a matter of course, to replace military intervention but to complement it. US and international opera- tives hope that political intervention will lead to the establishment of internal consensual mechanisms of domination as the flip side of direct coercive domi- nation by US armed force. The operation of local paramilitary forces and even death squads is not necessarily anathema to US-sponsored political transitions in intervened countries. Such forces may well develop in Iraq in some sort of a synergic relation with the civic and political network that US political interven- tion will cultivate.

onalist, revolutionary and other progressive forces pose a threat to the stable domination of local pro-US elites or neo-liberal regimes. In these countries, neo-liberal elites are bolstered through political intervention programs. In El Salvador, for instance, “democracy promotion” programs that had been conducted throughout the 1990s and early 21st century were expanded in 2003 as presidential elections approached. These programs provided diverse forms of support for civic and political groups aligned with the ruling ARENA party and marginalized the FMLN.6 Pro- grams such as these have been conducted in dozens of countries.

3. Those targeted for a “transition,” that is, a US-supported and often orches- trated changeover in government and state structures. South Africa and Eastern European countries fell into this category in the 1990s, as does currently Iraq.

It is worth noting that the US and other Western powers since the 1980s have been promoting polyarchy in Latin America (the original testing ground for the strategy), Eastern Europe, Africa and some of Asia, but until now have preferred to see the assorted sheikhs, monarchies and authoritarian regimes remain in power in much of the Middle East.

Modus Vivendi of US Political Intervention

“Democracy promotion” programs involve several tiers of policy design, fund- ing, operational activity, and influence. The first involves the highest levels of the US state apparatus—the White House, the State Department, the Pentagon, the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), and certain other state branches. It is at this level that the overall need to undertake political intervention through “democracy promotion” in particular countries and regions is identified as one component of overall policy towards the country or region in question. Such “democracy promotion” programs never stand on their own; they are always just one aspect of larger US foreign policy operations, and are synchronized with military, economic, and other dimensions. Of particular significance are econ- omic policy levers Washington is able to apply to the intervened country in conjunction with “democracy promotion,” such as an assortment of aid pro- grams as carrots and sanctions and embargoes as sticks.

Violence Extensions

and the situation is only getting worse, millions of iraqi citizens are fleeing the country into camps with lack of sufficient food and water.

Bill Van Auken 5/19/07[The US war and occupation of Iraq—the murder of a society part one world socialist website, Strong]
In addition to the hundreds of thousands of deaths that the occupation has inflicted upon the Iraqi population, an equally telling indicator of its catastrophic implications for Iraqi society is the massive population of refugees and internally displaced persons.

It is estimated that 2 million Iraqis have fled their homeland, the vast majority of them seeking refuge in Syria and Jordan. Another 1.9 million Iraqis have been reduced to the status of displaced persons inside the country.

In sum, fully 15 percent of the country’s population has been driven from their homes. The United Nations Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) estimates that between 40,000 and 50,000 more Iraqis are being displaced every week, many of them forced to sleep in tents or out in the open with no means of support.

“We left Baghdad because the situation is very difficult. We were threatened with death and they took our houses and also our shops,” a man who recently came with his family to Syria told UNHCR. “You see what the situation is there—just destruction and death.”

The United States, which unleashed this destruction and death, has since 2003 admitted only 701 Iraqi refugees. Syria is currently hosting some 1.2 million. Washington has sought to obscure this massive refugee crisis—let alone take any responsibility for it—because it is such a damning indictment of the social catastrophe it has created in Iraq.
The vast flow of internal refugees has created increasingly desperate and volatile conditions in the country’s south, where an estimated 700,000 have fled, joining some 200,000 locally displaced people within Najaf, Kerbala and Basra provinces. Local governments and relief agencies are overwhelmed, unable to provide this vast population with housing, food or medical care. The central government in Baghdad has proven unable and unwilling to provide basic support.

“There are dozens of families arriving every day at camps for the displaced, causing a lack of essential needs such as food and health care,” Ali Fakhouri, a spokesman for the Najaf provincial council told IRIN, the news agency of the United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs, in March. “The past two months were the worst for those families. For security reasons, the delivery of aid has decreased considerably and because of a lack of medicines in the region’s hospitals and inaccessibility to hospitals, children are more vulnerable to diseases. Diarrhea is common among children in the displaced groups in the south.”

Violence Extensions

While America is preaching the need for humanrights in Iraq, they are commiting mass acts of murder and destruction

Ron Johnston September 2005 [The Colonial Present: Afghanistan, Palestine, Iraq journal Annals of the Association of American Geographers, Volume 95, Issue 3 pages 719 - 723

 http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a788957145&fulltext=713240928]
Given the tremendous imbalances in power between the West and the global South, it is difficult to appreciate just how significant the South is for western identity, especially in wartime. The entire panoply of orientalist constructions is at stake on imperial and neo-imperial battlefields, including civilization/ barbarism, reason/passion, and strength/weakness. It is for this reason that western defeats must be strenuously explained away. After losing a large portion of an invading column to Zulu attack at Isandhlwana in 1879, the British resorted to over-emphasizing the defensive victory at Rorke’s Drift as proof of the superiority of British arms. So shocked were the Italians that the Ethiopians could annihilate their army at Adowa, that they subsequently ‘discovered’ that Ethiopians were in fact Caucasians darkened by exposure to the equatorial sun, in order to recoup in imagination the ignominy of being defeated by black men.55 As can be seen, the problem is that often the ‘natives’ do not play their assigned role in western identity constructions.

Such is the case in Iraq today. The role of the Iraqi people is to want to be free, for only then can the US understand itself as a liberator. Accordingly, the growing resistance to US occupation must be represented as somehow not emanating from ‘real’ Iraqis. It is very important that the fiction that the resist- ance in Iraq is mounted only by ‘Saddam loyalists’ and ‘foreign terrorists’ be maintained, for to admit otherwise is to switch from discourses of liberation to those of occupation. ‘We’re working hard with freedom-loving Iraqis to help ferret these people out before they attack’, President Bush has said.56 The US administrator in Iraq, L. Paul Bremer, referred to those behind a series of bomb- ings in Baghdad in October 2003 as ‘cold-blooded killers ... a handful of people who don’t want to live in freedom’.57 The main goal of the ‘killers’ is ‘to intimidate Iraqis from building a free government and to cause America and ourallies to flee our responsibilities’.58 Nothing less than the very identity of ‘America’ is at stake in these representations of the Iraqi resistance. Soon, however, the US will have to add the category of Iraqi ‘bad apples’ to ‘Saddam loyalists’ and ‘foreign terrorists’ to account for the growing number of Iraqis picking up arms.

This framing of the situation in Iraq, despite its resonances with American elite and popular self-perception, is dysfunctional in strategic terms. The implication is that the sources of resistance are to be found not in a complex political, cultural and social context fuelled by totalitarianism, conquest and occupation, but rather in an identifiable group of ‘cold-blooded killers’, who must be ‘ferreted out’ and destroyed. As in the Cold War, subversion is seen as coming from the ‘outside’, not from the people the US seeks to free, when in fact it is the US which has invaded Iraq. When the ‘ferreting out’ comes in the form of heavy-handed use of military force, it contains the potential to generate further popular Iraqi resistance. ‘After the Americans are attacked’, one Iraqi who has lost grandchildren to American fire commented, ‘they shoot every- where. This is inhuman—a stupid act by a country always talking about human rights.’59 Despite its compatibility with American identity, the framing of the conflict in Iraq, as in Vietnam, holds the promise of military reverses, because it inspires counterproductive strategies. As one Iraqi resistance fighter noted of the aggressive American response to recent attacks, ‘[t]he American army is our best friend. We should be giving them medals.

Violence Extensions
our continued invasion of iraq is resulting in skyrocketing infant mortality rates iniraq. between shrinking their economy, mass atacks, and cutting off access to nutritional and mediacal sustenance, the nation has seen over a 150 percent increase in mortality.

Bill Van Auken 5/19/07[The US war and occupation of Iraq—the murder of a society part one world socialist website, Strong]
Iraq’s record rise in infant mortality
Perhaps most startling of the recent reports is that issued by the children’s advocacy group Save the Children documenting worldwide trends in infant mortality rates, universally accepted as one of .the most fundamental indices of social progress.

According to this report, Iraq recorded a staggering 150 percent increase in the rate of infant deaths between 1990 and 2005. In raw figures, 122,000 Iraqi children died in 2005, half of them newborn babies. The rate was 125 deaths of children under five for every 1,000 live births, compared to 50 in 1990. According to the Iraqi health ministry, conditions have only worsened since, with the ratio climbing to 130 deaths for every 1,000 births in 2006.

The years selected by Save the Children in conducting its international survey had particular relevance for Iraq, beginning in 1990 with the initiation of the punishing US-backed economic sanctions and ending in 2005, two years after the invasion. As with most of the essential indices of social devastation in Iraq, the infant mortality figures reflect both the country’s relentless economic strangulation—punctuated by periodic military attacks—over the course of more than a decade, and the violent destruction of the invasion and occupation which followed.

The vast rise in infant mortality in Iraq is unprecedented. Even sub-Saharan African countries that have suffered the worst ravages of AIDS have not approached such a terrible retrogression.

No doubt a significant share of these infant deaths can be attributed to US military operations. Virtually every air strike and bombardment carried out against populated areas claims children among their victims.

Violence Extensions
Americas supposed fixing or Iraq issues have led to more death and chaos than under the rule of Saddam. Human rights violations and murder run rampant in the streets. 

Hannibal Travis, Associate Professor of Law at Florida International University College of Law, Spring 2005  [FREEDOM OR THEOCRACY?: CONSTITUTIONALISM IN AFGHANISTAN AND IRAQ, pg 25 Strong]
Any discussion of human rights in Iraq’s recent history must begin with the crimes committed by Saddam Hussein over the past few decades with the cooperation and support of several foreign powers. Saddam’s Ba’ath Arab Socialist party seized power in a U.S.-backed coup in 1963,459 and summarily executed thousands of Iraqi intellectuals identified as suspected leftists on lists provided by the CIA.460
After taking the helm of the Ba’ath party in 1979, Saddam launched two wars, against Iran in 1979 and Kuwait in 1990, which claimed the lives of more than 600,000 Iraqis. In the late 1980s and early 1990s, Saddam’s military put down Iranian-backed rebellions from the Kurdish and Shi’a communities in Iraq, killing 100,000 to 200,000 people. In order to commit these crimes, Saddam’s government secured massive financial and military support from an array of foreign powers, including the Soviet Union, France, China, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and the U.S.
¶107
Despite the disastrous wars, rebellions, and crimes against humanity under Saddam’s rule, Iraq’s population increased by almost five million people from 1980 to 1990.465
Life expectancy increased by almost 14 years on average between 1975 and 1990, as the government helped ensure that 90% of the population had access to safe drinking water and modern facilities for sanitation and health care. The 1991 Gulf War reversed much of this progress, as the U.S. deliberately bombed water purification, sewage, and electricity facilities, and lobbied for comprehensive economic sanctions to be imposed by the U.N. Security Council which eventually led to the deaths of one million Iraqis, including 500,000 Iraqi children. Expressing outrage at Iraq’s poor human rights record, floating questionable assertions about the threat its unconventional weapons and ties to al Qaeda posed to international peace and security, and rejecting Iraq’s offers to allow U.S. military access to suspected weapons sites and to hold free elections,472 the Bush administration decided to invade the country and depose Saddam Hussein. The war claimed the lives of up to 60,000 Iraqi soldiers, along with about 100,000 innocent Iraqi civilians as of September 2004. The Iraqi death rate more than doubled, as the rates of disease, malnutrition, and infant mortality soared. War and looting destroyed Iraq’s hospitals and water infrastructure along with most public buildings. The unemployment rate for Iraqis doubled to 60 percent,the remains of the water and sanitation systems collapsed,and more than 3,000 schools were bombed, looted, or otherwise destroyed. Hundreds of thousands of people became homeless.
and, Our nation is the leader of systematic destruction larger than the holocaust in the so call name of protection

Bill Van Auken 5/19/07[The US war and occupation of Iraq—the murder of a society part one world socialist website, Strong]

While official politics and the media in the United States are focused largely on competing plans for salvaging the American occupation from the debacle it confronts in Iraq, little serious consideration is given to the historic catastrophe that has been inflicted upon Iraqi society itself.

Although no definitive figures can be given on the total number of Iraqis who have died as a result of the US war and occupation—including those killed in the invasion and subsequent armed violence and those whose lives have been cut short by disease and hunger, particularly among the young and old—every serious estimate places the excess death toll between several hundred thousands and one million human beings.

Iraq, once among the most advanced countries of the region, has been reduced, in terms of basic economic and social indices, to the level of the poorest countries of sub-Saharan Africa.

What is involved is the systematic destruction of an entire society through the unleashing of violence and criminality on a scale not seen since Hitler’s armies ravaged Europe in the Second World War.
Violence Extensions
Under the pretense of liberating Iraq, the US troops have killed tousands, more are reported missing, and the troops think it’s justified. The US presence has been labled a sociocide.
Bill Van Auken 5/19/07[The US war and occupation of Iraq—the murder of a society part one world socialist website, Strong]

There is an even greater cost, however, in terms of the damage done by this criminal war to the political, social and, indeed, moral health of American society. The Iraq war—all of the tired propaganda about the “war on terrorism,” the struggle for “democracy” and the “liberation” of the Iraqi people notwithstanding—is a failed attempt by America’s financial elite to further enrich itself and secure its continued global hegemony through the naked theft of Iraq’s oil wealth.

Every section of the US political and corporate establishment, all branches and levels of government, both major political parties, and the mass media are all implicated in massive war crimes. Criminality on such a grand scale cannot go unpunished without grave implications for the future of the American people and, indeed, all of humanity.

Taken together, US operations in Iraq have amounted to sociocide—the deliberate and systematic murder of an entire society.

A series of recent reports have pointed to the scale of death, destruction and oppression that have been wrought by the US occupation, now in its fifth year.

First, as a telling indicator of the violence that the US occupation has unleashed against the Iraqi people, there is the report released by the Pentagon earlier this month on the mental state of American occupation troops. The document presents a chilling portrait of an army suffering from growing demoralization and mental and emotional dysfunction, which find expression, in part, in callous indifference, if not outright hatred, towards Iraq’s civilian population.

The survey found that a majority of troops believed that Iraqi civilians have no right to be treated “with dignity and respect,” and that approximately 10 percent of them admitted to having inflicted gratuitous violence on Iraqis in the form of beatings or destruction of personal property.

Perhaps the most significant finding was that 14 percent of US soldiers and Marines said they were directly responsible for the death of an “enemy combatant.” Given that some 170,000 US troops are currently in Iraq—and over 650,000 have been deployed there at one time or another since 2003—this would indicate a massive death toll inflicted directly by US forces.

Many of these troops, of course, are in Iraq for second and third tours of duty, and the data does not account for incidents in which more than one person is killed, much less air strikes or artillery bombardments that can claim scores of victims. Nor does it include those killed by the tens of thousands of armed mercenary contractors, who are answerable neither to Iraqi law nor the military code of justice.

A further indication of the universal character of the deadly violence that has been inflicted upon the country came in the poll conducted earlier this year by ABC News, USA Today, the BBC and ARD German television, which found that fully 53 percent of Iraqis reported having a close friend or immediate relative either killed or wounded.

Along with the rising death toll has come a marked increase in the number of disappeared, which has far outstripped the horrors that this word came to symbolize in the worst years of dictatorship in countries like Argentina and Chile. Iraqi human rights organizations estimate that 15,000 or more Iraqis are missing, with between 40 and 60 more people joining the ranks of the disappeared daily—in other words, as many as 20,000 people on an annual basis.

Many, no doubt, have been exterminated by death squads, while others have joined the country’s burgeoning population of detainees, who are imprisoned without charges and subject to unlimited periods of pre-trial detention and often torture.
The Iraqi Ministry of Human Rights reported in March that the regime was holding nearly 38,000 detainees and prisoners, while the US military admits to 19,000 detainees jailed in its two main detention camps—Camp Cropper and Camp Bucca. This total amounts to nearly six times the number of prisoners held by the Saddam Hussein regime before the US invasion to “liberate” the Iraqi people. No doubt, it will rise substantially as the US military’s “surge” continues to sweep up large numbers of Iraqi civilians.
Genocide O/W extensions

Genocide outweighs other mass death scenarios because it not only kills the body but dehumanizes it first and destroys the culture of the victims
CARD 03 [Claudia, prof of philosophy (Ph.D from Harvard), Senior-Fellow at the Institute for Research in the Humanities, “Genocide and Social Death,” Hypatia, vol. 18, no. 1, Winter Strong]

Genocide is not simply unjust (although it certainly is unjust); it is also evil. It characteristically includes the one-sided killing of defenseless civilians— babies, children, the elderly, the sick, the disabled, and the injured of both genders along with their usually female caretakers—simply on the basis of their national, religious, ethnic, or other political identity. It targets people on the basis of who they are rather than on the basis of what they have done, what they might do, even what they are capable of doing. (One commentator says genocide kills people on the basis of what they are, not even who they are). Genocide is a paradigm of what Israeli philosopher Avishai Margalit (1996) calls "indecent" in that it not only destroys victims but first humiliates them by deliberately inflicting an "utter loss of freedom and control over one's vital interests" (115). Vital interests can be transgenerational and thus survive one's death. Before death, genocide victims are ordinarily deprived of control over vital transgenerational interests and more immediate vital interests. They may be literally stripped naked, robbed of their last possessions, lied to about the most vital matters, witness to the murder of family, friends, and neighbors, made to participate in their own murder, and if female, they are likely to be also violated sexually. Victims of genocide are commonly killed with no regard for lingering suffering or exposure. They, and their corpses, are routinely treated with utter disrespect. These historical facts, not simply mass murder, account for much of the moral opprobrium attaching to the concept of genocide. Yet such atrocities, it may be argued, are already war crimes, if conducted during wartime, and they can otherwise or also be prosecuted as crimes against humanity. Why, then, add the specific crime of genocide? What, if anything, is not already captured by laws that prohibit such things as the rape, enslavement, torture, forced deportation, and the degradation of individuals? Is any ethically distinct harm done to members of the targeted group that would not have been done had they been targeted simply as individuals rather than because of their group membership? This is the question that I find central in arguing that genocide is not simply reducible to mass death, to any of the other war crimes, or to the crimes against humanity just enumerated. I believe the answer is affirmative: the harm is ethically distinct, although on the question of whether it is worse, I wish only to question the assumption that it is not. Specific to genocide is the harm inflicted on its victims' social vitality. It is not just that one's group membership is the occasion for harms that are definable independently of one's identity as a member of the group. When a group with its own cultural identity is destroyed, its survivors lose their cultural heritage and may even lose their intergenerational connections. To use Orlando Patterson's terminology, in that event, they may become "socially dead" and their descendants "natally alienated," no longer able to pass along and build upon the traditions, cultural developments (including languages), and projects of earlier generations (1982, 5–9). The harm of social death is not necessarily less extreme than that of physical death. Social death can even aggravate physical death by making it indecent, removing all respectful and caring ritual, social connections, and social contexts that are capable of making dying bearable and even of making one's death meaningful. In my view, the special evil of genocide lies in its infliction of not just physical death (when it does that) but social death, producing a consequent meaninglessness of one's life and even of its termination.

Discourse first

Discourse comes first representations of racism further justify acts of imperialism
Roxanne Doty, Prof. of Political Science @ ASU [Woot], ’96 [Imperial Encounters: The Politics of Reprsentations in North-South Relations, p. 166-71 Strong]

 One of the deadly traces that has been deposited in our current "reality" and that figures prominently in this study is "race." The inventory of this trace has been systematically ignored by international relations scholarship. It seems fair to suggest that most international relations scholars as well as makers of foreign policy would suggest that "race" is not even a relevant issue in global politics. Some might concede that while "race" may have been a significant factor internationally during particular historical periods-as a justification for colonialism, for example - "we" are past that now. The racial hierarchy that once prevailed internationally simply no longer exists. To dwell upon "race" as an international issue is an unproductive, needless rehash of history. Adlai Stevenson rather crudely summed up this position when he complained that he was impatiently waiting for the time "when the last black-faced comedian has quit preaching about colonialism so the United Nations could move on to the more crucial issues like disarmament" (quoted in Noer 1985: 84). This view is unfortunately, although subtly, reflected in the very definition of the field of international relations, whose central problems and categories have been framed in such a way as to preclude investigation into categories such as "race" that do not fit neatly within the bounds of prevailing conceptions of theory and explanation and the legitimate methods with which to pursue them. As Walker (1989) points out, current international relations research agendas are framed within an understanding that presumes certain ontological issues have been resolved. Having already resolved the questions of the "real" and relevant entities, international relations scholars generally proceed to analyze the world with an eye toward becoming a "real science." What has been defined as "real" and relevant has not included race. As this study suggests, however, racialized identities historically have been inextricably linked with power, agency, reason, morality, and understandings of "self" and "other."' When we invoke these terms in certain contexts, we also silently invoke traces of previous racial distinctions. For example, Goldberg (1993: 164) suggests that the conceptual division of the world whereby the "third world" is the world of tradition, irrationality, overpopulation, disorder, and chaos assumes a racial character that perpetuates, both conceptually and actually, relations of domination, subjugation, and exclusion. Excluding the issue of representation enables the continuation of this and obscures the important relationship between representation, power, and agency. The issue of agency in international affairs appears in the literature in various ways, ranging from classical realism's subjectivist privileging of human agents to neorealism's behavioralist privileging of the state as agent to the more recent focus on the "agent-structure problem" by proponents of structuration theory (e.g., Wendt [19871, Dessler 119891). What these accounts have in common is their exclusion of the issue of representation. The presumption is made that agency ultimately refers back to some prediscursive subject, even if that subject is socially constructed within the context of political, social, and economic structures. In contrast, the cases examined in this study suggest that the question of agency is one of how practices of representation create meaning and identities and thereby create the very possibility for agency. As Judith Butler (1990: 142-49) makes clear and as the empirical cases examined here suggest, identity and agency are both effects, not preexisting conditions of being. Such an antiessentialist understanding does not depend upon foundational categories -an inner psychological self, for example. Rather, identity is reconceptualized as simultaneously a practice and an effect that is always in the process of being constructed through signifying practices that expel the surplus meanings that would expose the failure of identity as such. For example, through a process of repetition, U.S. and British discourses constructed as natural and given the oppositional dichotomy between the uncivilized, barbaric "other" and the civilized, democratic "self" even while they both engaged in the oppression and brutalization of "others." The Spector of the "other" was always within the "self." The proliferation of discourse in times of crisis illustrates an attempt to expel the "other," to make natural and unproblematic the boundaries between the inside and the outside. This in turn suggests that identity and therefore the agency that is connected with identity are inextricably linked to representational practices. It follows that any meaningful discussion of agency must perforce be a discussion of representation. The representational practices that construct particular identities have serious ramifications for agency. While this study suggests that "race" historically has been a central marker of identity, it also suggests that identity construction takes place along several dimensions. Racial categories often have worked together with gendered categories as well as with analogies to parent/child oppositions and animal metaphors. Each of these dimensions has varying significance at different times and enables a wide variety of practices. In examining the construction of racialized identities, it is not enough to suggest that social identities are constructed on the basis of shared understandings within a community: shared understandings regarding institutional rules, social norms, and selfexpectations of individuals in that community. It is not enough to examine the shared social criteria by which one identity is distinguished from another. Two additional elements must be considered: power and truth. "Race" has not just been about certain rules and resources facilitating the agency of some social groups and denying or placing severe limitations on the agency of other social groups. Though it has been about these things, this is only one aspect of what "race" has historically been about. "Race" has most fundamentally been about being human. Racist discourses historically have constructed different kinds and degrees of humanness through representational practices that have claimed to be and have been accepted as "true" and accurate representations of "reality." Racist discourses highlight, perhaps more than any other, the inextricable link between power and truth or power and knowledge. A theory of agency in international relations, if it is to incorporate issues such as "race," must address the relationship between power and truth. This realization in turn implies a reconceptualization of power and how it works that transcends those present in existing theories of international relations. The cases

[card continues, no text deleted]

examined in this study attest to the importance of representational practices and the power that inheres in them. The infinity of traces that leave no inventory continue to play a significant part in contemporary constructions of "reality." This is not to suggest that representations have been static. Static implies the possibility of fixedness, when what I mean to suggest is an inherent fragility and instability to the meanings and identities that have been constructed in the various discourses I examined. For example, to characterize the South as "uncivilized" or "unfit for self-government" is no longer an acceptable representation. This is not, however, because the meanings of these terms were at one time fixed and stable. As I illustrated, what these signifiers signified was always deferred. Partial fixation was the result of their being anchored by some exemplary mode of being that was itself constructed at the power/ knowledge nexus: the white male at the turn of the century, the United States after World War II. Bhabha stresses "the wide range of the stereotype, from the loyal servant to Satan, from the loved to the hated; a shifting of subject positions in the circulation of colonial power" (1983: 31). The shifting subject positions-from uncivilized native to quasi state to traditional "man" and society, for example -are all partial fixations that have enabled the exercise of various and multiple forms of power. Nor do previous oppositions entirely disappear. What remains is an infinity of traces from prior representations that themselves have been founded not on pure presences but on differance. "The present becomes the sign of the sign, the trace of the trace," Derrida writes (1982: 24). Differance makes possible the chain of differing and deferring (the continuity) as well as the endless substitution (the discontinuity) of names that are inscribed and reinscribed as pure presence, the center of the structure that itself escapes structurality. North-South relations have been constituted as a structure of deferral. The center of the structure (alternatively white man, modern man, the United States, the West, real states) has never been absolutely present outside a system of differences. It has itself been constituted as trace-the simulacrum of a presence that dislocates itself, displaces itself, refers itself (ibid.). Because the center is not a fixed locus but a function in which an infinite number of sign substitutions come into play, the domain and play of signification is extended indefinitely (Derrida 1978: z8o). This both opens up and limits possibilities, generates alternative sites of meanings and political resistances that give rise to practices of reinscription that seek to reaffirm identities and relationships. The inherently incomplete and open nature of discourse makes this reaffirmation an ongoing and never finally completed project. In this study I have sought, through an engagement with various discourses in which claims to truth have been staked, to challenge the validity of the structures of meaning and to make visible their complicity with practices of power and domination. By examining the ways in which structures of meaning have been associated with imperial practices, I have suggested that the construction of meaning and the construction of social, political, and economic power are inextricably linked. This suggests an ethical dimension to making meaning and an ethical imperative that is incumbent upon those who toil in the construction of structures of meaning. This is especially urgent in North-South relations today: one does not have to search very far to find a continuing complicity with colonial representations that ranges from a politics of silence and neglect to constructions of terrorism, Islamic fundamentalism, international drug trafficking, and Southern immigration to the North as new threats to global stability and peace. The political stakes raised by this analysis revolve around the question of being able to "get beyond" the representations or speak outside of the discourses that historically have constructed the North and the South. I do not believe that there are any pure alternatives by which we can escape the infinity of traces to which Gramsci refers. Nor do I wish to suggest that we are always hopelessly imprisoned in a dominant and all-pervasive discourse. Before this question can be answered-indeed, before we can even proceed to attempt an answer-attention must be given to the politics of representation. The price that international relations scholarship pays for its inattention to the issue of representation is perpetuation of the dominant modes of making meaning and deferral of its responsibility and complicity in dominant representations. 

Probability O/W extensions

Low probability scenarios are often exaggerated as important high probability scenarios are forgotten

Rescher, Prof. of Philosophy, 83 [Nicholas Rescher, University of Pittsburgh Professor of Philosophy, “Risk: A Philosophical Introduction to the Theory of Risk Evaluation and Management” 1983, Strong]
 

In risk assessment one is often inclined -- or even constrained to resort to subjective probabilities. These can sometimes be checked against the objectively measurable facts, and when this is done, certain common fallacies come to light. 38 In particular, people tend to overestimate systematically the relative probability of certain sorts of eventuations -- as for example: 

-- striking or dramatic or particularly dreaded outcomes (large gains or losses) 

-- relatively rare events -- particularly those that have actually occurred in past experience in some memorable way (the “once bitten, twice shy syndrome'').39 

-- probabilistically multiplicative events (i.e., those whose eventuation involves the complex concatenation of many circumstances) 

-- chance events that have failed to occur for a long time (the MQnte Carlo Fallacy) 

The first of these phenomena is particularly significant. Even in the best of circumstances, it is difficult to convince oneself that a particularly feared disaster may be extremely unlikely. Then too there is the tendency to exaggerate the likelihood of wished-for consummations, mocked by Adam Smith when he spoke of “that majority activated by the absurd presumption in their own good fortunes.''4° 

  The other side of the coin is that people tend to underestimate systematically the relative probability of 

-- humdrum, undramatic (though often inherently important events) 

-- relatively frequent or familiar events
-probabilistically additive events (i.e., those whose eventuation can be realized along various different routes) 

The operation of such principles means, among other things, that people incline to underestimate the eventuation of high-probability events, and to overestimate the eventuation of low-probability events.4'

Interesting misjudgments come to light through these data. For example, accidents were judged to cause as many deaths as diseases, whereas diseases actually take about fifteen times as many lives. Homicides were incorrectly thought to be more frequent than diabetes and stomach cancer. Homicides were also judged to be about as frequent as stroke, although the latter actually claims about 11 times as many lives. The incidence of death from botulism, tornadoes, and pregnancy (including childbirth and abortion) was also greatly over-estimated. Indeed a systematic bias emerges -- to overestimate the more unusual and dramatic low-frequency causes of death and to underestimate the more commonplace. Any discussion or consideration of possible disasters -- even reassuring statements by technical experts designed to establish their improbability -- appears to have the effect of increasing their preceived likelihood by enchancing the apprehension of their reality. This unrealism greatly hampers profitable discussion of low-probability hazards.

Probability O/W extensions

Any action could potentially have devastating impacts, but we don’t evaluate them because of the low probability
Stern, Fellow at CFR, 99 [Jessica Stern, Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations and former National Security Council Member “The Ultimate Terrorists” 1999 http://www.hup.harvard.edu/features/steult/excerpt.html Strong]
Poisons have always been seen as unacceptably cruel. Livy called poisonings of enemies "secret crimes." Cicero referred to poisoning as "an atrocity." But why do poisons evoke such dread? This question has long puzzled political scientists and historians. One answer is that people's perceptions of risk often do not match reality: that what we dread most is often not what actually threatens us most. When you got up this morning, you were exposed to serious risks at nearly every stage of your progression from bed to the office. Even lying in bed exposed you to serious hazards: 1 in 400 Americans is injured each year while doing nothing but lying in bed or sitting in a chair--because the headboard collapses, the frame gives way, or another such failure occurs. Your risk of suffering a lethal accident in your bathtub or shower was one in a million.  Your breakfast increased your risk of cancer, heart attack, obesity, or malnutrition, depending on what you ate. Although both margarine and butter appear to contribute to heart disease, a new theory suggests that low-fat diets make you fat. If you breakfasted on grains (even organic ones), you exposed yourself to dangerous toxins: plants produce their own natural pesticides to fight off fungi and herbivores, and many of these are more harmful than synthetic pesticide residues. Your cereal with milk may have been contaminated by mold toxins, including the deadly aflatoxin found in peanuts, corn, and milk. And your eggs may have contained benzene, another known carcinogen. Your cup of coffee included twenty-six compounds known to be mutagenic: if coffee were synthesized in the laboratory, the FDA would probably ban it as a cancer-causing substance.  Most people are more worried about the risks of nuclear power plants than the risks of driving to work, and more alarmed by the prospect of terrorists with chemical weapons than by swimming in a pool. Experts tend to focus on probabilities and outcomes, but public perception of risk seems to depend on other variables: there is little correlation between objective risk and public dread. Examining possible reasons for this discrepancy will help us understand why the thought of terrorists with access to nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons fills us with dread. People tend to exaggerate the likelihood of events that are easy to imagine or recall. Disasters and catastrophes stay disproportionately rooted in the public consciousness, and evoke disproportionate fear. A picture of a mushroom cloud probably stays long in viewers' consciousness as an image of fear. 
Probability O/W extensions 
Ejecting low probability internal link chains is key to rational policymaking - accumulated experience proves that appeals to the possibility of catastrophic causal chains should not influence decision-making

Hansson, Department of Philosophy and the History of Technology, 05

Sven Ove Hansson ["The Epistemology of Technological Risk," Techne: research in philosophy and Technology, Volume 9, Number 2, Winter 2005 http://scholar.lib.vt.edu/ ejournals/SPT/v9n2/hansson. html Strong]
However, it would not be feasible to take such possibilities into account in all decisions that we make. In a sense, any decision may have catastrophic unforeseen consequences. If far-reaching indirect effects are taken into account, then – given the unpredictable nature of actual causation – almost any decision may lead to a disaster. In order to be able to decide and act, we therefore have to disregard many of the more remote possibilities. Cases can also easily be found in which it was an advantage that far-fetched dangers were not taken seriously. One case in point is the false alarm on so-called polywater, an alleged polymeric form of water. In 1969, the prestigious scientific journal Nature printed a letter that warned against producing polywater. The substance might "grow at the expense of normal water under any conditions found in the environment," thus replacing all natural water on earth and destroying all life on this planet. (Donahoe 1969 ) Soon afterwards, it was shown that polywater is a non-existent entity. If the warning had been heeded, then no attempts would had been made to replicate the polywater experiments, and we might still not have known that polywater does not exist. In cases like this, appeals to the possibility of unknown dangers may stop investigations and thus prevent scientific and technological progress.We therefore need criteria to determine when the possibility of unknown dangers should be taken seriously and when it can be neglected. This problem cannot be solved with probability calculus or other exact mathematical methods. The best that we can hope for is a set of informal criteria that can be used to support intuitive judgement. The following list of four criteria has been proposed for this purpose. (Hansson 1996) Asymmetry of uncertainty: Possibly, a decision to build a second bridge between Sweden and Denmark will lead through some unforeseeable causal chain to a nuclear war. Possibly, it is the other way around so that a decision not to build such a bridge will lead to a nuclear war. We have no reason why one or the other of these two causal chains should be more probable, or otherwise more worthy of our attention, than the other. On the other hand, the introduction of a new species of earthworm is connected with much more uncertainty than the option not to introduce the new species. Such asymmetry is a necessary but insufficient condition for taking the issue of unknown dangers into serious consideration. 2. Novelty: Unknown dangers come mainly from new and untested phenomena. The emission of a new substance into the stratosphere constitutes a qualitative novelty, whereas the construction of a new bridge does not. An interesting example of the novelty factor can be found in particle physics. Before new and more powerful particle accelerators have been built, physicists have sometimes feared that the new levels of energy might generate a new phase of matter that accretes every atom of the earth. The decision to regard these and similar fears as groundless has been based on observations showing that the earth is already under constant bombardment from outer space of particles with the same or higher energies. (Ruthen 1993) 3. Spatial and temporal limitations: If the effects of a proposed measure are known to be limited in space or time, then these limitations reduce the urgency of the possible unknown effects associated with the measure. The absence of such limitations contributes to the severity of many ecological problems, such as global emissions and the spread of chemically stable pesticides. 4. Interference with complex systems in balance: Complex systems such as ecosystems and the atmospheric system are known to have reached some type of balance, which may be impossible to restore after a major disturbance. Due to this irreversibility, uncontrolled interference with such systems is connected with a high degree of uncertainty. (Arguably, the same can be said of uncontrolled interference with economic systems; this is an argument for piecemeal rather than drastic economic reforms.) It might be argued that we do not know that these systems can resist even minor perturbations. If causation is chaotic, then for all that we know, a minor modification of the liturgy of the Church of England may trigger a major ecological disaster in Africa. If we assume that all cause-effect relationships are chaotic, then the very idea of planning and taking precautions seems to lose its meaning. However, such a world-view would leave us entirely without guidance, even in situations when we consider ourselves well-informed. Fortunately, experience does not bear out this pessimistic worldview. Accumulated experience and theoretical reflection strongly indicate that certain types of influences on ecological systems can be withstood, whereas others cannot. The same applies to technological, economic, social, and political systems, although our knowledge about their resilience towards various disturbances has not been sufficiently systematized. 
AT: this was the Bush administration’s fault

while the bush administration may have started this, obama has carried on the bidding of Bush, and hasn’t fixed the problem. he is as much at fault.

Frank 09 (Joshua Frank, co-editor of dissident voice 6/18/09 “These Are Obama’s Wars Now” Dissident Voice http://dissidentvoice.org/2009/06/these-are-obamas-wars-now/ Strong]

On Monday the Democrat controlled House voted 226-202 to approve a rushed $106 billion dollar war spending bill, guaranteeing more carnage in Iraq and Afghanistan (and lately Pakistan) until September 30, 2009, which marks the end of the budget year. The Senate voted overwhelmingly in favor of the bill’s first draft last month, with the final vote on a compromised version to occur in the Senate sometime in the next couple of weeks. The majority of opposition in the House came from Republicans who opposed an add-on to the bill that would open up a $5 billion International Monetary Fund line of credit for developing countries. This opposition in the House led Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid on Tuesday to quip, “It’ll be interesting to see what happens here. Are my Republican colleagues [in the Senate] going to join with us to fund the troops? I hope so.” No longer can the blame for the turmoil in Iraq and Afghanistan rest at the feet of George W. Bush alone. This is now Obama’s War on Terror, fully funded and operated by the Democratic Party. The bill that passed the House on Monday, once approved by the Senate, will not be part of the regular defense budget as it’s off the books entirely. Following the attacks on September 11, 2001, Congress has passed similar emergency spending bills to finance US military ventures in the Middle East. The combined “supplementals” are fast approaching $1 trillion, with 30% going to fund the war in Afghanistan. In addition to the latest increase in war funds, Obama is also asking for an additional $130 billion to be added on to the defense budget for the new fiscal year starting on October 1. The president is upholding his campaign promise to escalate the war in Afghanistan, which also means increasing the use of remote controlled drone planes in neighboring Pakistan that are to blame for hundreds of civilian deaths since Obama took office last January. Despite Obama’s historic (albeit rhetoric filled) speech in Cairo, the new Commander in Chief is still not about to radically change, let alone reform, the US’s long-standing role in the Middle East. A master of his craft, Obama is simply candy coating the delivery of US imperialism in the region. Given the lack of opposition to Obama’s policies back home, it is becoming clear that he may well be more dangerous than his predecessor when it comes to the US’s motivations internationally.

AT: stability

Having control of Iraq doesn’t cause stability, it perpetuates the ideology of war.

Michael Welch, Prof. of Criminal Justice @ Rutgers, ‘8 [Critical Criminology, “Ordering Iraq: Reflections on Power, Discourse, & Neocolonialism,” P. informaworld]
An analysis of the neocolonial ordering of Iraq would not be complete without incorporating a few thoughts on the proliferating nature of world conflict. Whereas von Clausewitz (1976) contends that war is the continuation of politics by other means, Foucault (1997) proposes the reverse: that is, politics is merely one of the guises of war. From that viewpoint, war does not establish peace but sets the stage for the next conflict (see Deleuze and Guattari 1987). Foucault further elaborates on how political power reinscribes that fundamental relationship into social institutions and systems of economic inequality (1997; see Pandolfi 2002). Similarly, Hardt and Negri (2004) consider the reach of contemporary militarism, suggesting that because war is becoming a permanent social relation, it can also be understood as a regime of biopower.      War, in other words, becomes the general matrix for all relations of power and techniques of domination, whether or not bloodshed is involved. War has become a regime of biopower, that is, a form of rule aimed not only at controlling the population but producing and reproducing all aspects of social life. This war brings death but also, paradoxically, must produce life. This does not mean that war has been domesticated or its violence attenuated, but rather that daily life and the normal functioning of power has been permeated with the threat and violence of warfare. (p. 13)  When the White House launched its war on terror, it was introduced as a campaign that would become both infinite and indefinite; moreover, that regime of biopower is directed not only at eliminating the dangerous enemy (destructive power) but providing security and protecting the innocent lives (constructive power). In pursuit of such “noble” causes, that dual form of biopower is defended by advocates of the “lesser evil” approach to counter-terrorism, thereby justifying the occupation of Iraq (and Afghanistan), along with torture, extraordinary renditions, and detention without trial (Dershowitz 2002; Ignatieff 2004). While each of those tactics clearly violates the rule of law, they persist due to a state of exception whereby authorities suspend law in the wake of a national emergency. Remaining mindful of biopower, it is useful to explore further key socio-legal transformations which have occurred in response to the attacks of September 11th.  There is no shortage of commentary on the drifting legal landscape in the war on terror. Nevertheless, there is a body of literature drawn from political and social theory that promises to interest critical criminology and the study of state crime. The notion of a state of exception has been advanced by the work of Agamben who describes how the state characterizes catastrophic events as emergencies, thereby justifying a suspension of normal legal principles and procedures. For Agamben, it seems that: “The legal order must be broken to save the social order” (2005, p. 26). Moreover, he observes that state of exceptions are not momentary gaps of the legal order but have become the new normal, serving as the dominant paradigm of government. Other scholars also wonder about the contemporary formation and extension of state power (see Ericson 2007; Welch 2006, 2007). Consider the writing of Butler (2004) who proposes that Foucault’s (1991) conceptions of sovereignty and governmentality could be redrafted, producing a sharper interpretation of the nature of power in a post-9/11 world. In Foucauldian terms, sovereignty provides a guarantor for the representational claims for state power. By contrast, governmentality refers to a mode of (bio)power directed at the maintenance and control of a population by way of policies carried out by various managerial and bureaucratic agencies that gain their authority under state power. Foucault argues that: “It is “governmentalization that has permitted the state to survive” (1991, p. 52), although he concedes that sovereignty and governmentality actually coexist.  Deciphering that particular form of coexistence became Butler’s project. As an illustration, Butler examines the emergence of Guantanamo Bay, as a “new war prison.” She concludes that “the current configuration of state power, in relation both to the management of populations (the hallmark of governmentality) and the exercise of sovereignty in the acts that suspend and limit the jurisdiction of law itself, are reconfigured”(2004, p. 53). The suspension of law can be properly interpreted as a tactic of governmentality; however, it also opens an opportunity for the resurgence of sovereignty, permitting both entities to operate in tandem. That convergence then disarticulates the state into a set of administrative powers residing outside the apparatus of the state. Moreover, “the forms of sovereignty resurrected in its midst mark the persistence of forms of sovereign political power for the executive that precede the emergence of the state in its modern form” (Butler 2004, pp. 55–56).  The prevailing configuration of post-9/11 power operating within a state of exception (Agamben 2005), and sovereign governmentality (Butler 2004) has enormous implications to impunity as it resists accountability (Sands 2006; Welch 2007). It is that feature of power which serves as key source for state crimes in the war on terror, such as torture and indefinite detention but also economic crime committed in occupied Iraq. Impunity decrees not only immunize state actors and their operatives from wrongdoing but also erase all avenues for victim compensation. The US government has extended such legal immunity to all of its personnel for activities pertaining to the reconstruction of the Iraqi economy. On the same day the CPA was granted authority by UNSCR 1493, President Bush authorized Executive Order 13303 that shields US nationals from prosecution (or other judicial proceedings) for any wrongdoing with respect to the DFI and all Iraqi proceeds. That form of impunity provides legal shelter for those engaging in corruption, theft, and embezzlement involving Iraqi oil. Additionally, the CPA issued Order 17 that immunizes members of the coalition military forces, foreign missions, and contractors operating in Iraq (Kelly 2004; Pincus 2007; Whyte 2007).  It should be noted that before the CPA was dissolved there existed opportunities to inspect the Authority’s financial activities but regulatory agencies were stonewalled, thereby hindering audits by SIGIR (2006) and the International Advisory and Monitoring Board (IMAB 2005; see Iraqi Revenue Watch 2004; Lawson and Halford 2004). Had careful monitoring been in place during the tenure of the CPA, serious instances of corruption could have been detected, and, perhaps, prevented. Even so, despite the lack of cooperation on the part of the CPA, independent auditing persisted, uncovering financial dealings that occurred in the absence of an adequate system of accounting. KPMG Bahrain (2004) discovered that 37 contracts (involving more than $180 million) had been distributed for which no records could be located, blatantly violating UNSCR 1483 stipulations that required a transparent level of administration for the CPA (Catan 2004). So as to cut through “red tape” the CPA established its own methods of distributing revenue from the Defense Fund for Iraq (DFI), thereby producing more opportunities for corruption (Harriman 2006). In an environment lacking proper accounting, the CPA shipped nearly $12 billion in cash to Iraq (between May 2003 and June 2004) mostly in huge, shrink-wrapped stacks of $100 bills, virtually all of which disappeared without a trace (Shenon 2007). Similarly, the US Government Accountability Office in 2007 estimated that upwards of 100,000 and 300,000 barrels a day of Iraq’s declared oil production over the past four years is unaccounted for and could have been siphoned off through corruption or smuggling to aid the insurgency. At an average of $50 a barrel, the discrepancy was valued at $5 to $15 million daily (Glanz 2007).  Other systematic attempts to undermine accountability are also evident: this time, however, in the form of legislation. Tucked away in a huge military authorization bill that President Bush executed in 2006 is the termination of a key federal oversight agency. The order comes in the form of an obscure provision that formally closes the Office of the Special Inspector General for Iraq Reconstruction on October 1, 2007. During the period when the legislation was being drafted, the Special Inspector General had been narrowing his investigation of three of the companies with contracts to work in the Iraqi reconstruction: Halliburton, Parsons, and Bechtel (Glanz 2006; see Glanz et al. 2006; Rothe 2006). In sum, the lack of adequate oversight over financial dealings expose further the reach of impunity which of course can be tracked ultimately to a state of exception and suspension of law. As we shall revisit briefly in the final passages of this critique, the ordering of Iraq has significant implications to warfare, neocolonial rule, and biopower. Conclusion  Hardt and Negri (2004, p. 21) make note of the constant and coordinated application of violence and perpetual war which serve to instill discipline and control on a global scale. Drawing further on Foucault, they find that “war must become both a procedural activity and an ordering, regulative activity that creates and maintains social hierarchies, a form of biopower aimed at the promotion and regulation of social life.” The American occupation and reconstruction of Iraq, as this article suggests, highlights the productive project of biopower even though it is predicated on the destructive forces of war and regime change. Hardt and Negri continue: “Such nation building resembles less the modern revolutionary birth of nations than it does the process of colonial powers dividing up the globe and drawing the maps of their subject territo 

AT: stability

The idea of creating stability is a mask for colonial expansion

Michael Welch, Prof. of Criminal Justice @ Rutgers, ‘8 [Critical Criminology, “Ordering Iraq: Reflections on Power, Discourse, & Neocolonialism,” P. informaworld]
A return to Foucault provides an occasion to reflect on the recent ordering of Iraq within a post-9/11 world; apparently, the term order seems to have more than one meaning. Order refers to an arrangement of objects denoting neatness within a distinct spatial context or geography. Often times, order also means a desirable condition of society, particularly in pursuit of “law and order” that aims to reduce crime, chaos, and other forms of disorder. In another sense of the word, order implies a command aimed at telling people what to do. Certainly, an order can also resemble a request such as in a restaurant, but that’s really a polite way of telling others what one wants. Those varied meanings of order pertain to Iraq, old and new. Under the direction of the British government after the First World War, Iraq was formed out of three provinces in the Ottoman Empire. Following the 2003 invasion, a new Iraq has been created along with the need to instill order so as to provide public safety along with a friendly environment for international investors, a task that has become easier said than done. Despite all the extravagant claims that the recently elected Iraqi government is steering its own destiny, the dominating presence of the US military and foreign business interests suggests that Iraqi political leaders—and the Iraqi people—are operating under a larger set of commands beyond their control. Looking at Iraq from that perspective, there is much to discern about its current order and its relation to biopower, colonial discourse, and material imperatives emanating from outside the region (see Banks 2007; Rabinow 1986; Thomas 1989).  Critiques of colonialism strive to understand the alignment between culture and power as mutually reinforcing (Said 1993; Thomas 1994). For instance, culture is not merely a reflection of the world but is involved in “the production, circulation, and legitimation of meanings through representations, practices, and performances that enter fully into the constitution of the world” (Gregory 1995, 2004, p. 8). Here the linkage between culture and power can be further illuminated by drawing on three important concepts: translation, governmentality, and discourse. The conceptual chore is to integrate micro and macro-levels of sociology so as to recognize the manner by which action, belief, and conduct are structured according to a shape—or geometry—of power. Turning to a sociology of translation (or “actor-network theory”), the conventional division between the micro (i.e., individuals and psychology) and macro (i.e., institutions and economic history) should be unbracketed, giving way to a holistic vision of power relations as they maintain domination. Analyzing power and knowledge, Foucault (1988, pp. 135–136) concentrates on social practices so as to determine who had been given the right to speak what counted as the truth. In the realm of colonialism, domination and control are facilitated by translation whereby negotiations, persuasion, and even violence can be traced to an authority who claims to speak or act on behalf of another actor or force (Callon and Latour 1981; Carrabine 2000). Consequently, power, structure, and culture are forged by networks and alliances. Even though points of resistance are common, the colonial project delivers relative durability that sustains domination (see Bosworth and Flavin 2007; Chowdhry and Beeman 2007). The concept of translation offers a glimpse into the process by which agents transmit phenomena into resources, becoming a notable force in networks of control (Clegg 1989).  Writings on governmentality similarly shed light on the importance of political rationalities and governmental technologies (Burchell et al. 1991; Garland 1997; Rose and Miller 1992). Foucault’s (1978, 1991) later ruminations on power suggests that methods of analysis situated at local arenas can be replicated for studying the ways in which populations are governed in the territories of nation-states, hence biopower. Moreover, changes in the practice of government (“the conduct of conduct”) have enormous significance in the project of modernity—including colonialism particularly given its rationality or system of thinking about who can govern whom. Exposing micro-macro connections, we witness political rationales providing moral justifications for exercising power. Likewise, there exist governmental technologies that refer to a host of programs and procedures through which authorities embody so as to animate the ambitions of government. From that perspective, colonialism is made possible by recruiting the cooperation of chains of political, economic, and military actors who transmit power from one locale to another. To be sure, power in that sense is not monolithic or static; rather it operates as a fluid force dispersed throughout local vicinities which in turn often meet the expressed objectives of authorities stationed further up the hierarchy. 

ries” (2004, p. 23). To be clear, the process of ordering Iraq (or disordering as some critics would claim) marks a neocolonial project occurring within a larger military campaign directed not only at nation states but also toward shadowy enemies of the state, or “unlawful enemy combatants.” It is the battle cry against insurgents and terrorists that tend to drown out a genuine concern for civilians caught in the crossfire. A harsh reality of such warfare is victimization on a mass scale, as Gregory (2004, p. 16) has acutely observed:      For the war on terror is an attempt to establish a new global narrative in which the power to narrate is vested in a particular constellation of power and knowledge within the United States of America…The colonial present is not produced through geopolitics and geoeconomics alone, through foreign and economic policy set into motion by presidents, prime ministers and chief executives, the state, the military apparatus and transnational corporations. It is also set into motion through mundane cultural forms and cultural practices that mark other people irredeemably “Other” and that license the unleashing of exemplary violence against them. (and see Gearty 2006; Ruggiero 2007)  In closing, the ordering of Iraq is patterned according to a complex web of power and discourse which together accelerate neocolonial enterprises and cultural practices that privilege hegemonic elites at the expense of other nations and their people. Just as the remaking of Iraq is far from done, neither is the agenda for critical criminology as it participates in the ongoing conversation over power in a post-9/11 world. As this discussion suggests, Foucauldian notions of biopower and governmentality contribute to a layered critique of war, state crime, and neocolonialism. 
AT: US Key to Iraq Economy Etc.

Iraq economy building isn’t necessary, or even guaranteed to succeed.  US so called “building” of the Iraq economy is purely westernizing it.

Michael Welch, Prof. of Criminal Justice @ Rutgers, ‘8 [Critical Criminology, “Ordering Iraq: Reflections on Power, Discourse, & Neocolonialism,” P. informaworld]
Especially since the 2003 invasion of Iraq, evidence of American imperialism leading to state crimes has become increasingly apparent (Kramer and Michalowski 2005; Kauzlarich 2007; Welch 2006, 2009). Indeed, the US government has been harshly criticized for its willful disregard of international humanitarian law (IHL, or law of armed conflict). Most recognizable are the following violations of IHL: (1) the failure of the occupying power to secure public safety and protect civilian rights in the wake of widespread looting and violence along with a host of home demolitions and arbitrary arrests leading to detentions (Amnesty International 2005); (2) indiscriminate responses to Iraqi resistance have contributed to a greater number of civilian casualties (Normand 2004; Parenti 2004); (3) war crimes involving the abuse and torture of Iraqi prisoners (Harbury 2005; Hersh 2004). The fourth breach of IHL to be discussed here pertains to the illegal transformation of the Iraqi economy since the Fourth Geneva Convention (1949) clearly bans occupying powers from restructuring the economy in their own vision (see Greider 2003; Krugman 2004). Soon after the US gained control over Iraq, the state-dominated economy was overhauled to accommodate the imperatives of a market economy committed to lassez-faire, neo-liberal free trade, supply-side tax policy, privatization, and foreign ownership (Juhasz 2004; Green and Ward 2004; Klein 2007).Those political and economic transformations throw crucial light onto neocolonialism as well as discourse, governmentality, and the translation of power.  The term reconstruction used widely by the US government in its attempt to rebuild Iraq has a deeper resonance: To reconstruct suggests the remaking of a previous image or in this case, a colonial past when distant world powers dictated control over a political and economic order. Commentary on the reconstruction of Iraq includes comparisons to previous colonial occupations; for example, Kurtz (2003) proposed that the Bush team follow the British India model (see Dodge 2003). As we shall see in this section, evidence of neocolonialism is found in the economic plan prepared by American foreign policymakers. The US occupation and reconstruction of Iraq allows us to reflect on the dual meaning of the word order: implying both an imagined formation of society as well as a command emanating from another source of power.2  With special emphasis on recent economic transformations, Iraq increasingly looks like the neocolonial “other” of the US, or according to one analyst, “America’s Iraq” (Schama 2003). That doesn’t mean, however, that the neocolonial project is complete nor does it suggest that the Americanization of the Iraqi economy will succeed in the long term (Jacques 2006). Together, political violence, insurgency, and sabotage represent a formidable resistance aimed at challenging not only the US occupation but also the new laissez-faire market economy predicated on privatization and the influx of foreign investment (Rose 2006). As security deteriorated in 2003, outside financiers had become cautious about investing in Iraq. In response, Bremer announced that his first priority of Operation Iraqi Prosperity would be to restore confidence of foreign investors: “The most important questions will not be [those] relating to security but to the conditions under which foreign invested will be in invited in” (MacKinnon 2003, p. 24; see Bremer 2003). Adding to the economic claims of the neo-cons, Paul Wolfowitz (in March 2003) explained to a Senate Committee that Iraq “can really finance its own reconstruction and relatively soon” (Farley and Wright 2003, p. 36). In his probing work on economic war crimes, Whyte (2007) goes to great lengths to unveil key financial changes in the remaking of Iraq, offering evidence of corruption so abundant that it raises more questions over the legality—and legitimacy—of the US occupation. Much of that graft is rooted in the laissez-faire ideology (i.e., neo-liberalism) that promotes the moral worthiness of profit-seeking as it strives to shed state-sponsored regulation of the market place (Tombs 2001). So as to cut through “red-tape,” laissez-faire enthusiasts prefer to construct unregulated spaces for commerce; with little or no oversight those economic environments not surprisingly become zones for corruption and fraud (Rawlinson 2002). To understand precisely how the new Iraqi economy became rife with cronyism, it is important to attend to the activities of the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA)—a powerful neocolonial entity–during its first 14 months in office. During that stretch of time,     the CPA issued 100 legally binding administrative orders by decree. Together, the orders formed the foundations of Iraq’s new economy, criminal justice system and political structure. Those orders erected the pillars of a neo-liberal economy: the abolition of state production and commodity subsidies; the eradication of import tariffs and trade barriers (Order 12); the deregulation of wage protections and the labor market (Order 30); tax reform (Order 37); monetary reform and reforms in the banking sector (Orders 18, 20, 40, 43, 74 and 94); the establishment of international trade rules based on the World Trade Organisation (WTO) model (Orders 54, 81 and 83); and the privatization of state enterprises (Orders 39, 46 and 51). The regime was founded on the principle of ‘trickle down’ economics: the idea that wealth can be created and development stimulated by creating favorable terms of investment for private capital. (Whyte 2007, p. 181; see Chandrasekaran 2006)  Perhaps most telling from a neocolonial standpoint was Order 39 which “promotes and safeguards the general welfare and interests of the Iraqi people by promoting foreign investment through the protection of the rights of foreign investors in Iraq” (see Gregory 2004, p. 244). The Order allows full foreign ownership over state-owned assets encompassing more than 200 state-owned enterprises (e.g., banks, mines, factories); as a result, Iraqi electricity, telecommunications and pharmaceutical industries were dismantled. Foreign ownership of those industries and financial institutions means that profits can be taken outside of Iraq (Eviatar 2003). Those transformations have not gone unnoticed: in the British courts opponents have argued that Order 39 marks an illegal occupation of Iraq under the Hague and Geneva treaties (Corporate Pirates 2005). Specifically, Article 55 of the Hague regulations prohibits the privatization of a nation’s assets while under an occupied military power. Cognizant that Order 39 was clearly in violation of international law, the CPA did not complete the sale of Iraqi state enterprises. However, as evidence of power translation in which willing actors respond to imperatives emanating from further up the hierarchy (see Carrabine 2000), the CPA provided a blueprint for privatization to be enacted by future Iraqi governments, especially those supportive of American economic interests (2003; Klein 2003, 2004). That prophecy was expectedly fulfilled by former Iraqi exiles involved in the US-backed Iraqi Reconstruction and Development Council whom the local people viewed as “carpetbaggers” and “pawns of the Bush administration” (Gregory 2004, p. 228). In the words of US Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz: “It is an enormously valuable asset to have people who share our values, who also understand what we’re about as a country” (Cockburn 2003, p. 28; Jehl 2003). In the run-up to establish a provisional national assembly, members of the CPA expressed reservations about open elections. Revealingly, an advisor to the Authority remarked “If you move too fast, the wrong people might get elected,” prompting the lament “colonial politics as usual” (Hiro 2004, A1; Scheer 2004).
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