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SHELL
A.  Pretending we have a voice in the formation of US military policy is politically disabling- it misidentifies the enemy and presumes a democracy which doesn’t exist.  The state will never actualize base withdrawal because it wouldn’t advance their imperialist interests.  The aff is like trying to explain to mass murderers that killing is wrong, rather than trying to stop them.
Herod 2001 (James, “A Stake, Not a Mistake: On Not Seeing the Enemy”, October, http://www.jamesherod.info/index.php?sec=paper&id=9  Accessed 6/27/10  GAL)
      So although it is important to try to shatter this illusion, it is ultimately not enough, and of very limited effectiveness, simply to list all the atrocities committed by our rulers, carefully expose all their double standards, accuse them of being the real terrorists, morally condemn what they are doing, or call for peace. All these arguments are useful of course in the battle for the hearts and minds of average people, if average people ever heard them, which they do not, for the most part. And if they do hear them, it's like they (most of them) are tuning in to madness, they're so brainwashed. It takes a lot more than mere arguments to break through the mind set of a thoroughly indoctrinated people. 

      Of all the dozens of comments that I read on the government's response to the attacks of September Eleven, precious few raised the key question: How do we stop them (the government, from attacking Afghanistan)? For the most part, progressive commentators don't even raise questions of strategy.[9] They are too busy analyzing ruling class ideology, in order to highlight its hypocrisies. Proving that the ruling class is hypocritical doesn't get us very far. It's useful of course. Doing this work is an important task. Noam Chomsky, for example, devotes himself almost exclusively to this task, and we should be thankful that we have his research. He usually does mention also, somewhere in almost every speech, article, or interview, that 'it doesn't have to be this way', that this situation we are in is not inevitable, and that we can change it. But when asked "How?", he replies, "Organize, agitate, educate." Well, sure. But the Christian Coalition organizes, agitates, and educates. So did the Nazis and the Klu Klux Klan. The Taliban organizes, agitates, and educates. So does the ruling class, and it does so in a massive and highly successful way, which results in overwhelming hegemony for its point of view. 

      In spite of more than three decades of blistering exposés of US foreign policy, and in spite of the fact that he is an anarchist, and is thus supposedly against all government, at least in the long run, Chomsky still regularly uses the 'universal we'. Much of the time Chomsky says "The US government does this, or does that," but some of the time he says "We do this, or we do that," thus including himself, and us, as agents in the formation and execution of US foreign policy. This is an instance of what I call the 'universal we'. It presumes a democracy that does not exist. The average American has no say whatsoever in the formation and execution of US foreign policy. Nor do we even have any influence in picking the people who are making it, since we have no say over who gets to run for office or what they do after they are elected. So to say something like "we shouldn't be bombing Afghanistan", as so many progressives do, is highly misleading, and expresses a misperception and misdiagnosis of the situation we are in. 

      In the question period following Chomsky's major address on "The New War Against Terror" (delivered at MIT on October 18) [10], Chomsky was challenged by a man in the audience who accused Chomsky of blaming America for the tragedy of September 11. Chomsky correctly said that the term America is an abstraction and cannot do anything. But then he said that he blamed himself, and his questioner, and others present, for this event (implying that 'we' are responsible for what 'our' government does). This is a half-truth at best. The blame for September Eleven rests squarely on those who did it. Next, to the extent that a connection can be proved between their actions and US foreign policy, the US government is to blame, and the ruling class that controls the government. Average Americans are to blame for what the US government does only in the sense that they have not managed to change or block its policies, either because they haven't tried or because they have tried but have failed. 

      Of course, the category of Average American is an abstraction as well. Many average Americans vigorously support US foreign policy. Others oppose it, but have failed to change it. Those of us who want a real democracy, and want to put an end to Empire, have so far failed to do so, and only in this sense are we in anyway responsible for September Eleven. But even this failure must be judged in light of the relative strengths that the parties bring to the fight. We cannot fault ourselves for being defeated by an opponent with overwhelmingly superior forces, as long as we fought as bravely and as hard as we could. Our task is to find ways to enhance our strengths and weaken theirs. To fail to make a distinction between the ruling class and the rest of us hinders this task, causes us to presume a democracy that does not exist, to misunderstand exactly what we are up against, and to misidentify the enemy. It thus prevents us from devising a successful strategy for defeating this enemy. 

      In this same speech, which was over an hour long, Chomsky didn't once mention oil. When questioned about this during the discussion that followed, he said that of course oil was always there in the background, for anything happening in the Middle East, but he didn't see oil as an immediate factor in the current crisis. He is surely wrong about this. There is plenty of evidence that securing Afghanistan, in order to get a pipeline through to the Arabian Sea, is a key consideration for US policy makers. They are already in the process of building a huge new military base in Uzbekistan (just as they are building one in Kosovo), and have concluded a long-term agreement with the Uzbekistan government to do so, similar to ones they have made in Saudi Arabia, Spain, Turkey, Philippines, and elsewhere. These bases will be used to secure the Central Asian oil and gas reserves for the West. They will also be thrown into service to accomplish another aim, beyond oil, namely, to facilitate the recolonization of the Balkans and Russia, and to ensure that they do not return to Communism or try to escape the New World Order. This is the larger geopolitical objective that drives the Empire builders. 

      Howard Zinn seems to think it is all a struggle between an 'old way of thinking', based on war and violence, and a 'new way of thinking' based on peace and nonviolence. Hardly a hint here of Empire, and no hint at all of Profit and Capital. As moving and inspiring as his remarks were on the September Eleven crisis,[11] they just didn't cut it, as concerns getting ourselves out of the horrible situation we are in. Zinn of course it very aware (but most so-called progressives aren't) of ruling classes, empire, capital, and profit, and has labored long and hard to write their histories and people's opposition to them. But somehow this doesn't get reflected in his thinking about what to do about it all now. When it comes to strategy, moral condemnation is where he rested his case, in his response to these events at least. 

      In a speech on October 21, in Burlington, Vermont, Zinn said that we must change from being a military superpower to being a moral superpower.[12] During the speech he had vividly described the many foreign invasions undertaken by the US government and their devastating consequences, claimed that America was not a peaceful nation, reminded us that governments lie, pointed out that oil is the key to American foreign policy in the Middle East, and described the vast deployment of military bases and armament all over the world in order to extend American power. He may even have mentioned profit once or twice. But he never once mentioned 'capitalism' (let alone "colonialism", "imperialism", or "ruling class"), nor did he in any way indicate an awareness that the projection of American power all over the world is for a reason, that it is being used in defense of a particular social order, and that this social order benefits, and is therefore being defended by, a particular class. 

      It's almost as if Zinn thinks that the US government could simply pack up and go home, if it only wanted to -- dismantle its bases, pull its armies, fleets, and planes out, and leave the world alone. If the US ruling class did that, it, and the system upon which it feeds, capitalism, would collapse. So we know that it is not going to dismantle its forward bases and leave the world alone, no matter how hard we try to shame it with our moralizing. Zinn did not seem to grasp this fact or to recognize that there is an enemy that has to be defeated, before the $350 billion could be taken away from the Pentagon and used to help people (another one of his recommendations). And when it came time to talk about what to do about it all, he recommended organizing demonstrations and writing letters to our congressional representatives! 

      The 'peace now' protesters strike a similar stance. Of course, it was heartening to see an anti-war movement blossom almost immediately. But it was also disheartening. It meant that radicals were letting the war-mongers set the agenda. Instead of continuing the fight against neoliberalism and its institutions, and against capitalism, oppositionists suddenly dropped all this to launch an anti-war campaign. The candlelight vigils, especially, seemed to me a pathetic response to a war-mongering, repressive government. This happens again and again. The government launches a war of aggression, and the peaceniks take to the streets, with their candles, crying "peace now" and "no more war". Do they ever win? Have they ever stopped even one war? Do they ever even think about how they could win? Doesn't the inefficacy of their response prove that they are not really serious about peace? Do they ever think about ways of actually stopping the murderers rather than just pleading with them not to kill? They keep saying that peace cannot be achieved by going to war. Who says the US government wants peace!? They quote A.J. Muste as saying that war is not the way to peace; peace is the way. Is this relevant? Does it make sense to quote such thoughts to a government that has always engaged, from its inception two hundred years ago, in systematic mass murder? 

      Similarly with the bulk of the other progressive commentators. They are just trying to change the government's policy, not stop them and deprive them of power. Here is a typical sentence. Rahul Mahajan and Robert Jensen write: "The next step is for us to build a movement that can change our government's barbaric and self-destructive policy."[13] You see, from the government's point of view, its policy is not barbaric or self-destructive. It is intelligent, self-serving, and self-preserving. Mahajan and Jensen actually pretty much admit this in their piece, by reasoning that "This war is about the extension of U.S. power. It has little to do with bringing the terrorists to justice, or with vengeance." (Such a view is rather rare among progressives actually.) They argue that there are three other motives for the war, from the government's point of view: the desire to defend "imperial credibility", to control "oil and natural gas of Central Asia," and "to push a right-wing domestic agenda." Nevertheless, in spite of these insights, they still stop short of realizing that they therefore have to fight, stop, and neutralize the government, rather than just change its policy. Given who the government is, who it serves (capital, the rich), and what its interests and priorities are, it can't change its policies into those favored by progressives, not and survive as an imperial power that is. 

SHELL
B.  Attempts to contain imperialism through existing political institutions fail- they only cause empire to mutate, rather than shrink.  The alternative is to reorient our struggles around broad-based, bottom up resistance to global empire instead of reactive condemnation of particular interventions.
Sherman 2010 (Steven, “The Empire of Bases and the American Anti-War Movement”, Dissident Voice, March 10, http://dissidentvoice.org/2010/03/the-empire-of-bases-and-the-american-anti-war-movement/  Accessed 6/28/2010  GAL)

The basic narrative of advancing socialism through armed confrontation with the US or its proxies collapsed in 1989.  I think a good chunk of the problem today is that no alternative narrative has replaced it (there has also long been a robust pacifist tradition in the US, but this often leans towards individualistic bearing witness rather than mass organizing).  Instead, we lurch from mobilization to mobilization with the intuition that war is bad. 

When there is some prospect of intervening in public debates — during the drive to war with Iraq in 2003, or when the elite consensus about maintaining the occupation of Iraq started to crumble around 2005 — the crowds at our demonstrations swell.  When these moments pass, the crowds dwindle.  With the exception of a handful of honorable groups, hardly anyone seems to be doing anything besides grumbling in private. 

Rather than a struggle against particular wars, the movement can, inspired by the thinking of the activists documented in Bases of Empire, think of itself as broadly counterposed to a global empire in which the ‘war on terror’ (or the ‘war in Iraq’, ‘war in Afghanistan’, etc) is simply a particular instance.

This orientation would counter the tendency to go into hibernation whenever debate on particular interventions recedes.  Notwithstanding this tendency, the empire grinds on, sometimes in places like the Indian Ocean island of  Diego Garcia that are almost unknown in the US (one of the most useful aspects of the book is a map of all known US military bases around the world–particularly heavy in Iraq, Afghanistan, Japan and Germany, of course, but also including numerous bases in Italy, Spain and Portugal, and throughout the Caribbean and the Andean and Equatorial portions of Latin America, among others).  

The alternative to this empire is not an armed counterpower, but a variety of movements with complex priorities — feminist, ecological, culturally diverse.  This parallels the way the struggle against dogmatic neoliberalism is no longer obsessed with the imposition of a singular, planned economic model.  Rather, when we abandon the simple minded formulation that what is best for investors is best for the world, complex alternatives gradually emerge. “One no, many yeses”, as the saying goes.

Similarly, the alternative to equating ’security’ with the US military is a complex picture of what is needed to produce a meaningful and happy co-existence.  US militarism, like neoliberalism, is a one dimensional view of the world developed from a position of power.  The world is simply a space to be controlled by the military, through the endless gobbling of land for military bases, and the subordination of other needs — cultural, economic, political, etc. — to this project.  

The examples described in The Bases of Empire clarify this dynamic and how to resist it.  In places as diverse as the Philippines, Iraq, Hawaii, and Turkey, one sees similar processes over and over.  

The steamrolling of the rights of those considered in the way, perhaps with the support of some local group that has long had it in for them.  The destruction of the environment to facilitate military ’security’. The inability to imagine those outside of the US military complex as equals. The introduction and reinforcement of regressive gender relations epitomized by prostitution around bases (worth pondering by those who hope that the US will improve the lot of Afghan women through military occupation).  Divide and conquer strategies that involve siding with one local group at the expense of another to secure the former’s support.

To date, changes in the party which controls the White House or congress, and even defeat in wars, has resulted more in modest shifts in geography and strategy than  in fundamental change.

Sometimes the US seeks rights over a country’s territory, or co-ordination with its military, rather than a formal base, per se.  The pressure on the US to get out of places like the Philippines or Okinawa increases the importance of other territories, like Guam.  Although the bases are gone from the Philippines, the US remains, now involved as ‘advisors’ in a war on separatists. This tendency for the empire to mutate rather than shrink can be infuriating.

Yet reading this book, it is difficult not to sense growing isolation for this project.  Compounded with the economic weakness, military failures, and diplomatic isolation of the US (not dealt with in this volume), there are grounds for hope that a military that now strides across most of the globe may someday soon begin to shrink, and a real discussion of the actual national security needs of the American people (and the people of the world) might begin in earnest.

The Bases of Empire is notably different from most texts about the US empire in its emphasis on non-violent resistance to US military bases and their malign impact.  Feminism, and non-Western spiritualities which assert a sacred relation to the land are recurrent themes.  As is the case with social struggles in general, even when these are not immediately successful in achieving their demands, their impact on individuals and societies can be quite positive.  

For example, the anti-war demonstrations in Turkey helped revitalize civil-society based politics in that country.  Greenham Common in England made an enduring impact as a feminist encampment.  It also becomes clear that the end of the cold war actually often strengthened the hand of those pushing to close bases, since this position no longer placed them on the Soviet side of the cold war.  They could therefore reach portions of the population who might be anti-communist, but nonetheless aware of the malign impact of the bases on their lives. Puerto Rico is one of the most salient cases of this.  

To combat the tendency to go dormant whenever political space in the US starts to close up, the US anti-war movement — at least its most determined core — might want to consider thinking of itself as instead an anti-empire movement.  This would facilitate building links with these movements around the world.  Understanding their visions would also help undermine the reactive quality of the anti-war movement, wherein we are typically more confident about what we are against than what we are for.  

Although the anti-bases movement is not a unified, singular political actor on the world stage, it does have a coherent set of demands that provide an alternative to the idea of security for Americans (and, allegedly the world) through a global network of military bases.  These demands include the recognition of all people as equals, rather than as subordinates of empire.  An alteration in the way we interact with the planet that is inflected by spiritual traditions that see the earth as sacred, rather than as space to be controlled.  The valuing of the work of caring, rather than the servicing of the sexual needs of foreign military personnel and the glorification of warriors.  Finally, a concept of security grounded in the interrelationship between all people and between people and the wider world, rather than the production of more and more arms and bases.

2NC- FIAT/DEMANDS ON STATE LINK

[
]  The aff’s use of fiat is an example of the “We should” mentality, which positions us as consultants to the ruling class.  Making these kinds of demands on the state is a bankrupt political strategy; the policies they criticize are not mistakes or aberrations- they are the inevitable result of the US pursuit of empire and profit.

Herod 2001 (James, “A Stake, Not a Mistake: On Not Seeing the Enemy”, October, http://www.jamesherod.info/index.php?sec=paper&id=9  Accessed 6/27/10  GAL)

  I spent several years in the early sixties studying Underdevelopment. It was frustrating, in that none of the theories I examined really seemed to explain the phenomenon. That is, the Theories of Development that were prevalent then (only in mainstream discourse, I later learned) didn't really answer the question: Why are some countries poor? I would look at US Aid programs, only to conclude that they didn't work, that they didn't help countries develop, and often got in the way. My response at that time was to argue, and to try to call to the attention of US Aid administrators, that the programs weren't working, and were not achieving the results they were supposed to. The programs were not facilitating development and economic growth in the countries they were supposed to be benefiting. Fortunately for me, with the explosion and re-emergence of radical consciousness in late sixties, I was able to overcome this naiveté. 

      Unfortunately though, for much of the American Left (especially for its so-called progressive wing), this naiveté, this bad habit of not seeing the enemy, this tendency to think that the US government's policies and actions are just mistakes, this seemingly ineradicable belief that the US government means well, is the most common outlook. It was certainly the majoritarian belief among those who opposed the Vietnam War. I helped write a broad sheet once, which we distributed at a big anti-war demonstration in Washington DC in November 1969, and which was titled "Vietnam is a Stake not a Mistake". In this document we spelled out the imperial reasons which explained why the government was waging war, quite deliberately and rationally, against Vietnam. 

      In subsequent decades there has been no end to the commentators who take the 'this is a mistake' line. Throughout the low intensity (i.e., terrorist) wars against Nicaragua and El Salvador in the 1980s we heard this complaint again and again. It is currently seen in the constant stream of commentaries on the US assault on Colombia. It has been heard repeatedly during the past two years in the demonstrations against the World Bank and the World Trade Organization. Protesters complain that the WTO's policies of structural adjustment are having the opposite effect of what they're suppose to. That is, they are hindering, not facilitating, development, and causing poverty, not alleviating it. 

      Two years ago, in 1999, throughout the 78 day bombing attack on Yugoslavia, much of the outpouring of progressive commentary on the event (that which didn't actually endorse the bombing that is) argued that "this is a mistake".[1] My favorite quote from that episode, was from Robert Hayden, Director of the Center for Russian and East European Studies at the University of Pittsburgh, being interviewed by Amy Goodman on Democracy Now, April 19, 1999. He said: "But we have the Clinton administration that developed a diplomacy that seems to have been intended to have produced this war, and now the Clinton administration's actions seem determined to produce a wider war." Amy Goodman: "Why would the Clinton Administration want to produce a war?" Hayden: "Boy, you know what? You've got me there. And as I say, you have to go back to the simple principles of incompetence. Never assume competence on the part of these guys." This was surely the bottom of the pit for the 'this is a mistake' crowd. I could cite quotes like this by the dozen, but instead let me turn to our current "war". 

      So what has been the response of the 'progressive community' to the bombing of Afghanistan? As usual, they just don't get it. They just can't seem to grasp the simple fact that the government does this stuff on purpose. Endlessly, progressives talk as if the government is just making a mistake, does not see the real consequences of its actions, or is acting irrationally, and they hope to correct the government's course by pointing out the errors of its ways. Progressives assume that their goals -- peace, justice, well-being -- are also the government's goals. So when they look at what the government is doing, they get alarmed and puzzled, because it is obvious that the government's actions are not achieving these goals. So they cry out: "Hey, this policy doesn't lead to peace!" or "Hey, this policy doesn't achieve justice (or democracy, or development)!" By pointing this out, they hope to educate the government, to help it to see its mistakes, to convince it that its policies are not having the desired results.[2] 

      How can they not see that the US government acts deliberately, and that it knows what it is doing? How can they not see that the government's goals are not peace and justice, but empire and profit. It wants these wars, this repression. These policies are not mistakes; they are not irrational; they are not based on a failure of moral insight (since morality is not even a factor in their considerations); they are not aberrations; they are not based on a failure to analyze the situation correctly; they are not based on ignorance. This repression, these bombings, wars, massacres, assassinations, and covert actions are the coldly calculated, rational, consistent, intelligent, and informed actions of a ruling class determined at all costs to keep its power and wealth and preserve its way of life (capitalism). It has demonstrated great historical presence, persistence, and continuity in pursuing this objective. This ruling class knows that it is committing atrocities, knows that it is destroying democracy, hope, welfare, peace, and justice, knows that it is murdering, massacring, slaughtering, poisoning, torturing, lying, stealing, and it doesn't care. Yet most progressives seem to believe that if only they point out often enough and loud enough that the ruling class is murdering people, that it will wake up, take notice, apologize, and stop doing it. 

      Here is a typical expression of this naiveté (written by an author, Brian Willson, who was in the process of introducing a list of US interventions abroad!): 

"Many of us are continually disturbed and grief stricken because it seems that our U.S. government does not yet understand: (a) the historical social, cultural, and economic issues that underlay most of the political and ecological problems of the world; (b) the need to comply with, as legally agreed to, rather than continually defy, international law and international institutions established for addressing conflict; and (c) that military solutions, including production, sale, and use of the latest in technological weapons, are simply ill-equipped and wrong-headed for solving fundamental social and economic problems." [3]

He is wrong on all three counts. (a) The US government has an intimate, detailed knowledge of the social, cultural, and economic characteristics of every country it intervenes in. It is especially familiar with the ethnic, linguistic, political, and religious divisions within the country. It is not interested in how these issues "underlay most of the political and ecological problems of the world", since it is not interested in those problems, certainly not in solving them, since it is the main creator of those problems. Rather, it uses its expert knowledge to manipulate events within the country in order to advance its own goals, profit and empire. (b) The US government understands perfectly that it expressly needs not to comply with international law in order to maintain its ability to act unilaterally, unfettered by any constraints, to advance its imperial aims. The claim that the US defies international law because of a misunderstanding is absurd. (c) Who says that the US government is trying to solve "fundamental social and economic problems"? These are not its aims at all. The objectives that it does pursue, consciously and relentlessly, namely profit and empire, are in fact the causes of these very "social and economic problems". Furthermore, for its true aims, military solutions, far from being "ill-equipped and wrong-headed", work exceptionally well. Military might sustains the empire. Arming every little client regime of the international ruling class with 'the latest in technological weapons" is necessary, and quite effective, in maintaining the repressive apparatus needed to defend empire, in addition to raking in lots of profit for the arms manufacturers. But evidently Mr. Willson "does not yet understand" any of these things. 

      Let's take another example. Russell Mokhiber and Robert Weissman, otherwise very sensible writers, complain that "bombing a desperately poor country under the yoke of a repressive regime is a wrongheaded response [to the "unspeakable acts of violence" committed on Sept. 11]. "The U.S. bombing of Afghanistan should cease immediately," they say. They discuss three reasons: "1. The policy of bombing increases the risk of further terrorism against the United States. 2. The bombing is intensifying a humanitarian nightmare in Afghanistan. 3. There are better ways to seek justice." All three statements are true of course, but irrelevant, because seeking justice, avoiding humanitarian nightmares, and reducing the risk of terrorism do not enter into the calculations of US policy makers. Quite the contrary, US policy makers create injustice, humanitarian nightmares, and terrorism, throughout the world, in pursuit of the imperial objective of making profit, and this has been thoroughly documented in thousands of scholarly studies. So for Mokhiber and Weissman to talk in this way, and phrase the problem in this way, exposes their failure to really comprehend the enemy we face, which in turn prevents them from looking for effective strategies to defeat that enemy, like so many other opponents of the "war". Hence all the moralizing, the bulk of which is definitely directed at the rulers, not at the ruled. That is, it is not an attempt to win over the ruled, but an attempt to win over the rulers. [4] 

      It's what I call the "we should" crowd -- all those people who hope to have a voice in the formation of policy, people whose stances are basically that of consultants to the ruling class. "We" should do this, "we" shouldn't do that, as if they had anything at all to say about what our rulers do. This is the normal stance among the bootlicking intelligentsia of course. But what is it doing among progressives and radicals? Even if their stance is seen to be not exactly that of consultants, but that of citizens making demands upon their government, what makes them think that the government ever listens? I think this attitude -- the "we should" attitude -- is rooted in part at least in the fact that most progressives still believe in nations and governments. They believe that this is "our" country, and that this is "our" government, or at least should be. So Kevin Danaher says that "we should get control of the government." They identify themselves as Americans, or Germans, or Mexicans, or Swedes. So they are constantly advising and making demands that 'their' government should do this and that. If they would reject nationalism altogether, and states and governments, they could begin to see another way. 

      A variation of the 'this is a mistake' theme has appeared in commentaries on the present "war", on Afghanistan. Progressives argue that the US is "falling into a trap". They argue that Osama bin Laden had hoped to provoke the US into doing just what it is doing, attacking Afghanistan. In their view, the US government is being stupid, acting blindly, responding irrationally, and showing incompetence. That is, it is "making a mistake". It never seems to occur to these analysts that the government may actually be awake, even alert, or that it jumped at the opportunity offered it by the attacks of September Eleven to do what it had wanted to do anyway -- seize Afghanistan, build a big new base in Uzbekistan, declare unending war on the enemies of Empire everywhere, and initiate draconian repression against internal dissent in order to achieve "domestic tranquility". 
      I saw yet another variation on the theme just recently. John Tirman writes about "Unintended Consequences".[5] He thinks that "No matter how cautious generals and political leaders are ... unseen and unintended [results] occur, at times as a bitter riptide which overwhelms the original rationales for engaging in armed combat. This unpredictable cycle of action and reaction has thwarted U.S. policy in southwest Asia for 50 years." It's the usual mistake: Tirman imputes policies to the US government which it does not have. US policy has not been thwarted, it has been highly successful. The US has succeeded in keeping control of Middle Eastern oil for the past half century. This is what it wanted to do, and this is what it did. Tirman however reviews the history of US intervention in the Middle East, beginning with the overthrow of Mossedegh in Iran in 1953, and sees it as one long blunder, nothing but bumbling incompetence, complicated further by 'unintended consequences' which thwart the goals of American foreign policy. He seems to think that the US was (or "should be") trying to reduce US dependence on Middle Eastern oil, fighting Islamic fundamentalism, reducing human suffering, assisting in economic development, promoting democracy, and so on -- anything and everything except what it is actually doing, keeping control of Middle Eastern oil, and using any means necessary to do so. Tirman is aware of course that this (oil) is the true aim of US policy, because he quotes directly from US officials who state this objective explicitly, but somehow this doesn't sink in. Instead, he finally asks in exasperation: "What will be next in this series of haunting mistakes?" 

      Ariel Dorfman, author of a creative critique of US imperialism, in the form of How to Read Donald Duck: Imperialist Ideology in the Disney Comic, was being interviewed on Democracy Now by Amy Goodman, on October 25, 2001, about the assassination of Digna Ochoa, the leading civil rights lawyer in Mexico. When asked by Goodman to put the murder in the larger context of what was happening in the world, like in Afghanistan, Dorfman replied: "Because the US is in Afghanistan and it needs all its allies behind it, they are going to turn a blind eye to all the abuses of authority that are happening." Pardon me? A blind eye? Isn't the US government in the business, with both eyes open, of murdering labor leaders, leftists, progressives, and civil rights activists all over the world? Dorfman went on to say that now would be "a good moment that President Bush could call his friend Vicente Fox and say: 'I want the murderers of Digna Ochoa put on trial'." Excuse me! Is he kidding? It's quite probable that Bush did call Fox, but with a rather different message, namely, to tell him that while the world's attention was focused on Afghanistan, now would be a good time to kill Digna Ochoa y Placido. 

      An Afghani man from Kabul escaped into Pakistan carrying a packet of letters addressed to the world's leaders, "handwritten messages from his panic-stricken community." 

"The world must know what is happening in Afghanistan," said Mohammed Sardar, 46, his voice ragged with anxiety and anger. "The terrorists and the leaders are still free, but the people are dying and there is no one to listen to us. I must get to President Bush and the others and tell them they are making a terrible mistake." [6]

      The widespread belief that the US government has good intentions, a belief held onto tenaciously in spite of decades of overwhelming empirical evidence refuting it, has got to be one of the greatest phenomena of mass delusion in history. It would take a twenty-first century Freud to unravel this one. Here is a government that has already bombed two other countries to smithereens just in the past ten years, first Iraq and then Yugoslavia (not to mention endless interventions abroad since its inception [7]). Now it is bombing Afghanistan to smithereens -- hospitals, fuel supplies, food depots, electrical systems, water systems, radio stations, telephone exchanges, remote villages, mosques, old folks homes, UN offices, Red Cross warehouses, clinics, schools, neighborhoods, roads, dams, airports -- and a victim of the assault escapes to plead for help from the very people who are attacking him. To have created such an illusion as this is surely one of the greatest feats of propaganda ever seen.[8]
LINK- ‘EMPIRE’ VS. IMPERIALISM

[
]  Although the aff stands in opposition to a particular imperialist intervention, it resurrects the project of Empire, i.e. the emerging “New World Order” of global governance which perfects techniques of capitalist exploitation. 

Trott ‘8 (Ben, writes for various publications and is a PhD candidate based in Berlin, “Obama: Less Imperialist, More Imperial”, Znet, July 25, http://www.zcommunications.org/obama-less-imperialist-more-imperial-by-ben-trott  Accessed 6/27/10 GAL)

As I mentioned at the beginning of this article, what Obama promised yesterday, and indeed has been promising all along, is a second attempt at a project interrupted by the Bush administration, and the events which followed September 11 2001 in particular. But what was that project?
With the publication of their book Empire, in 2000, Italian political philosopher Antonio Negri and American literature professor Michael Hardt attempted to give it a name. Written in the period following the end of the last Persian Gulf War and before the war in Kosovo began, they declared that the age of imperialism was over. It had been replaced by a system of rule in which nation-states were no longer able to effectively project their own sovereignty beyond their national borders. Nor did they even fully maintain it within them. Rather, it had been transferred to the global level.
Empire named an emerging networked form of global governance. It included nation-states, multinational corporations, big NGOs, and international organisations such as the IMF, the World Bank, the WTO, NATO and the UN. It was both the response of global capital to the struggles of workers, students and others during the late 1960s and 1970s, as well as itself creating conditions in which the ‘multitude’ – the name they gave to the new global working class, which was very broadly conceived – could thrive.
The book’s authors are Marxists. And just as Marx had celebrated the revolutionary nature of capitalism, in the mid-nineteenth century, while appealing to the workers of the world to unite against it, Hardt and Negri displayed a similar ambivalence towards Empire. On the one hand, it represented the perfection of the relationships of exploitation which have always characterised capitalism: the need for the vast majority of humanity to sell its time on the market, producing things it will not own, in order to survive. (Empire supposedly thrived by both rendering productive all of social life, as well as encompassing the whole globe within a single logic of rule.) Yet on the other, it stood for the breaking down of divisions (the nation state) between humanity and showed the potential for it to harness its own collective intelligence.
When the book was first published, it appeared to set out brilliantly (despite some shortcomings not particularly relevant here) the ongoing processes of globalisation which at the time appeared unstoppable. Its description of the multitude as a decentralised, diverse, horizontal and networked body with undefined boundaries did not simply set out the transformation of the industrial working class into something much more amporphous. It also, with prescience, described much which was new about the global ‘movement of movements’ which emerged on the streets of Seattle against the WTO Ministerial in 1999.
But history does not always unfold neatly along a foreseeable linear path. The years which followed the publication of Empire saw the emergence of a new trajectory. Whatever the complexity of the motivating factors behind the US-led military interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq, they have widely been regarded as a regression to forms of imperialism characteristic of the early twentieth century. Not least because of the choice of language of many of the interventions’ proponents.
There are few today who would deny that these operations have been disasters. What Obama proposed yesterday was something like a resurrection of the project of Empire. Much of what he said will have been met with support around the world: the rebuilding of transatlantic alliances, the strengthening of international institutions, winding down the war in Iraq, and increasing the ‘fairness’ of free trade. And indeed (and this was astonishingly explicit): A greater recognition of the limited capacity for the US to ‘go it alone’ in what Bush Senior once, on September 11 1990, called the ‘New World Order’.
Obama, of course, is the lesser evil. His presidency would, most importantly, very likely take the edge off the global ‘war on terror’. This in turn could well open room, in the US and beyond, for the left to busy itself with something other than fending off a farcical imitation of early imperialist projects. But setting the world back on track towards something along the lines of what Hardt and Negri called Empire has everything to do with perfecting techniques of exploitation and a (very sophisticated) restructuring of the mechanisms which keep this set up in place. Our best ‘hope’ for ‘change we can believe in’ which could come out of an Obama presidency is a resurgence of the multitudinous ‘movement of movements’ which began blossoming the last time around.
WITHDRAWAL LINKS- GENERIC

[
]  Reducing military presence will just be used to reallocate more money to war-fighting.  Plan just facilitates expansion of the Global War on Terror.
Engelhardt 2010 (Tom, Fellow of The Nation Institute, Teaching Fellow at the Graduate School of Journalism at the University of California, Berkeley, “Call the Politburo, We’re in Trouble”, Znet, June 19, http://www.zcommunications.org/call-the-politburo-we-re-in-trouble-by-tom-engelhardt  Accessed 7/1/2010  GAL)

Even when, after years of astronomical growth, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates began to talk about cost-cutting at the Pentagon, it was in the service of the reallocation of ever more money to war-fighting.  Here was how the New York Times summed up what reduction actually meant for our ultimate super-sized institution in tough times: “Current budget plans project growth of only 1 percent in the Pentagon budget, after inflation, over the next five years.”  Only 1% growth -- at a time when state budgets, for instance, are being slashed to the bone.  Like the Soviet military, the Pentagon, in other words, is planning to remain obese whatever else goes down.

Meanwhile, the “anti-war” president has been overseeing the expansion of the new normal on many fronts, including the expanding size of the Army itself.  In fact, when it comes to the Global War on Terror -- even with the name now in disuse -- the profligacy can still take your breath away.

LINKS- AFGHANISTAN

[
]  The aff is just political opportunism which opposes the intervention in Afghanistan on the basis of US failure to achieve its imperialist goals, not a principled critique of interventionism.   

Black ‘9 (Tim, “The defeatism of the anti-war movement”, July 15, http://www.spiked-online.com/index.php/site/article/7153/ , Accessed 7/1/10 GAL)

For the British anti-war movement, led by the Stop the War Coalition, the conflict in Afghanistan seems to have been addressed only as an afterthought. The invasion of Iraq was always the main source of anti-war zeal; its story was more politically compelling, the actions far easier to condemn. The litany of wrongs associated with the invasion and occupation of Iraq trip off the anti-war campaigners’ tongues. There was the absent Weapons of Mass Destruction, the refusal of the UN to approve the war, and, of course, the supposedly hidden, material reason for the invasion: oil.

By comparison, the war in Afghanistan never appeared as easy to criticise. Launched in 2001 in putative retaliation for 9/11, it was apparently just. Little wonder that while over a million marched in London against the proposed invasion of Iraq in February 2003, making a hero of weapons inspector Hans Blix and a fetish of UN legislation, its predecessor in the war against terror prompted no such mass outrage.

Eight years on, however, with the Iraq occupation drawing to an ignominious close, American and British troops are still waging an increasingly difficult war within Afghanistan. Although it might not have been the original focus of Stop the War ire, there’s no doubting that Afghanistan, as a small demonstration outside Downing Street on Monday evening showed, has, for the time being, moved to centre stage. 

Protesters outside Downing Street.
‘No more killing, no more lies’ chanted the crowd; ‘Jobs not bombs’ read the placards; ‘More civilian casualties than 9/11’ shouted a banner. The tourists pushing past to take snaps of No10 merely added to the surreality of the demo. Was it really the conflict in Afghanistan they were protesting about? There was a nagging sense that such multi-purpose slogans were honed in opposition to Iraq, and simply recycled for the Afghanistan conflict. In her crowd address, Lindsey German, the StWC leader, even invoked oil as a reason for the conflict. What might have been an unenlightening explanation in relation to the Iraq war becomes knuckle-headed in terms of Afghanistan. Surely not even the most materially driven of caricatured imperialists would conduct an eight-year-long war over an oil pipeline? That must be one hell of a pipe.

The paucity of the Stop the War argument derives from its opportunism. While the Iraq War could be mined endlessly because of the palpable fissures in the ruling elite’s attitude towards it, from those who opposed its illegality to those who thought the justifications were wrong, the conflict in Afghanistan has offered no such easy pickings. It was a just about just war. Before the united front of Western elites in the wake of 9/11, the Stop the War Coalition and its ilk could gain little traction – that was until recently.

As the ever growing tapestry of reasons for the British presence in Afghanistan has unravelleled, so the anti-war movement has picked up the thread, turning each of the ruling class’s failures into anti-war victories. ‘[The invasion of Afghanistan] was originally launched by George Bush and Tony Blair’, German writes on her Stop the War Coalition blog, ‘in order to capture Osama bin Laden and Taliban leader Mullah Omar. Its other justification was humanitarian intervention, including Laura Bush and Cherie Blair calling for war to help liberate women. None of these aims has been even remotely successful’. As for later arguments that it is part of a war on British-based terrorism or that is about protecting democracy, German is simply sceptical: ‘These arguments might have more purchase if the war were a few months old, but it has been going on for eight years.’

Here, the reasons for the war are opposed not on principle but on account of their failure. If these putative aims had been ‘remotely successful’ would that have been okay? Would the war have been justified if women had been ‘liberated’ or if bin Laden had been captured? What there is here by the way of political opposition amounts to little more than an exploitation of Western failure. It is defeatism posturing as political argument.

Anti-war protest banners.
Little wonder that many placards and chants at Monday’s demonstration merely echoed the broader, national mood of please-bring-our-boys-home defeat. A Stop the War letter delivered to Downing Street captured this sentiment, beginning, not with an attack on the government’s pro-interventionist policy, but with the ‘tragic deaths’ of 15 soldiers in the past week, three of whom, we are told, ‘were barely 18 years old’. Writing in the Mirror, German concluded: ‘This is a pointless conflict and that is why the deaths of these young soldiers are tragic because they are not fighting to defend their country… Many of the soldiers killed in the past few days were teenagers with their whole lives ahead of them.’

In the absence of an argument from political principle, it is fitting that critics of the war in Afghanistan should fall back upon mawkish rhetoric. Whether it is ‘our boys’ or the Afghan people, the anti-war argument seems incapable of seeing those involved in the conflict as anything other than victims, objects of oil-questing forces beyond their control. Aside from highlighting the futility of the conflict, the anti-war movement can offer nothing. There is no defence of, indeed no recognition of, self-determination, and conversely no critique of the Western interventionist creed that led to and legitimised the invasion in the first place. The call to ‘bring the troops home’ stems from a sense that their presence can only make a horrific mess worse. This is a world away from saying that they should never have been there at all.

LINKS- AFGHANISTAN

[
] The war in Afghanistan can only be ended by resistance to imperialism- so called peace movements don’t reject imperialism, they just call for non-military methods. 

WSWS 2008 (Withdraw all troops from Afghanistan and Iraq! A socialist answer to war and militarism Statement of the Socialist Equality Party (Britain) and Partei für Soziale Gleichheit (Germany) 20 September 2008 Accessed: July 01)

The fighting in Afghanistan can only be ended and further wars prevented if state power and control over the economy are taken away from the predatory imperialist cliques. The fight against war is inseparably bound up with the fight for a socialist society that places the social and economic needs of the many above the profits of a minority.

The basis for such a fight cannot be an adaptation to one or another wing of a given country’s ruling elite, but instead must be an independent and international movement of working people.

The perspective of the “peace movement”

The so-called peace movements in every country reject such an orientation. Instead they seek to close ranks with those elements of the ruling class that want to keep their distance from Washington and place their own national interests to the fore.

In Germany, the peace movement does not reject imperialist control over Afghanistan, but instead argues for civilian rather than military methods. A congress on Afghanistan was organised in June, in order to develop “alternatives to military deployment.” The Left Party Member of the European Parliament André Brie has said that the key task in Afghanistan is the “long overdue reconstruction of the police and judicial system.”

IRAQ- WITHDRAWAL LINKS

[
] The US will remain in Iraq post the plan- troops will simply be remissioned to “trainers”, and Obama will use the plan to just scale back our troop levels in Iraq and escalate the war in Afghanistan and attack Pakistan, risking nuclear war.  

The Internationalist ‘8 (“Obama Presidency: U.S. Imperialism Tries a Makeover”, February, http://www.internationalist.org/obamaimperialpresident0902.html, Accessed 6/27/10  GAL)

Not only have the Democratic president’s personnel picks and economic policies pleased conservatives, so have his other moves. Notably, Obama stopped talking about withdrawing U.S. combat forces from Iraq in 16 months and now refers to being “on a glide path to reduce our forces in Iraq.” At a mid-December meeting in Chicago with Obama’s national security team, a plan was presented, drawn up by Bush’s generals Petraeus and Odierno, that called only for withdrawing about 5 percent of U.S. forces (7,000-8,000 troops) over six months while many units remaining in Iraq would be “remissioned” from combat troops to “trainers” and “enablers.” Even after the “withdrawal” some time in the future, plans are for close to 50,000 U.S. troops to remain in Iraq indefinitely according to Gen. Odierno (New York Times, 29 January). Tens of thousands more will be stationed just over the border in Kuwait and other Gulf states, not to mention the 30,000-plus mercenaries and over 100,000 other “contractors” paid for by the U.S.. 

Obama has sought to piece off his liberal/“progressive” supporters with symbolic gestures like executive orders to close the Guantánamo torture prison (a year from now), and limiting interrogation techniques to those in the Army Field Manual 2-22.3 (which doesn’t include “waterboarding”). But this only applies to prisoners captured in “armed conflicts” (not “counterterrorism” operations) and does not include special techniques too secret to be made public. Meanwhile, “extraordinary renditions” of prisoners to torture regimes will continue and even increase, as the U.S. tries to offload many of the 245 prisoners presently at Guantánamo. It is unclear what will happen to the over 600 prisoners crammed into even more gruesome facilities at the U.S. airbase at Bagram in Afghanistan, at least two of whom have been tortured to death. And Obama has no intention of prosecuting the hundreds of U.S. officers and military personnel implicated in the torture as well as their civilian bosses in the Pentagon and White House, or the Justice Department lawyers and top officials who authorized these war crimes.

The essential continuity of Obama’s presidency with that of Bush was demonstrated in concrete action during his first week in office. 

In Afghanistan, on January 23, three days after the inaugural, U.S. Special Forces staged a raid in Laghman province, gunning down 16 villagers, including two women and three children. After angry protests of hundreds in the provincial capital, even the American satrap installed as Afghan “president,” Hamid Karzai, demanded a stop to such raids, to no avail. 

Across the border in Pakistan, on the same night as the Afghan raid, missiles launched from remotely controlled U.S. aircraft known as Predators killed at least 15 people in the region of Waziristan. Such attacks were authorized by secret orders signed by President Bush last July, and his successor is continuing this policy – a clear act of aggression which the Pakistani government has repeatedly denounced. 

And in Iraq, on January 25, U.S. Special Operations troops shot and killed a couple in their home near Kirkuk, carrying out this murder in front of their 8-year-old daughter. 

Since then, Obama has announced that he is ordering 17,000 more troops to Afghanistan, an escalation of almost 50 percent of U.S. forces in the country. And the future “withdrawal” of “combat troops” from Iraq has been stretched from 16 to 19 months, with almost no reductions in 2009, while the number of “residual forces” to be stationed there indefinitely keeps growing. 

In short, Barack (“Bomb ‘em”) Obama, who early on posed as an opponent of the Iraq war, has quickly become a certified war criminal. But have you seen any protests asking the popular black president – as they did of Bush, Nixon and LBJ – “how many kids did you kill today”? The “antiwar movement” called off protests for the duration of the election campaign in order to elect Obama, and it’s still covering for him. Because that is the role of this popular front – to chain protests against imperialist slaughter to the Democrats, who are historically and today the main war party of American capitalism. Obama never was an antiwar candidate, he only opposed “dumb” wars like Iraq that were doomed to failure. 

But there’s dumb ... and dumber. Bush’s invasion and occupation of Iraq has drained U.S. military and economic strength in a quest for world domination. Obama’s vow to escalate the war in Afghanistan, spread over a far larger, mountainous territory, and at the same time to attack Pakistan, with eight times the population and the only Islamic country with nuclear weapons to boot, could set off a chain reaction that would send the entire region up in flames. Any genuine opponent of imperialism must break with both capitalist parties and build a workers party on the program of international socialist revolution.
IRAQ- WITHDRAWAL LINKS
[
]  Iraq withdrawal will be used to bolster US hegemonic imperialism.  The Iraqi army will continue to operate as a US, and drawing down forces just allows escalation in Afghanistan.
Van Auken ‘9 (Bill, former US presidential candidate for the Socialist Equality party, “Obama’s Iraq withdrawal plan sets stage for continued war”, Global Research, June 26, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=12464 Accessed 6/27/10   GAL)

In retaining both Gates and the military commanders, Obama has assured an essential continuity with the overall militarist strategy that was developed under the Bush administration.
In an important tactical change, it has opted for its own surge in Afghanistan, having announced the decision to send an additional 17,000 troops to combat the insurgency in that country. This deployment is seen as only the first installment on what will be a major escalation.

The drawing down of US forces in Iraq is being driven in no small measure by the ratcheting up of the US intervention in Afghanistan. Two of the brigades that are being sent to Afghanistan had previously been slated for deployment in Iraq.

Yet, as the Obama administration escalates the war in Afghanistan, while increasingly extending the intervention in the region across the border into Pakistan, the occupation and the killing in Iraq will go on. That is the real significance of Obama's plan.

Even as the administration prepared to announce its plan, four more US troops died in Iraq, three killed by insurgents in Diyala province Monday and another shot to death by uniformed Iraqi policemen in Mosul on Tuesday. In the second incident, an Iraqi interpreter was also killed, while three US soldiers and a second interpreter were wounded.

The mission of the US military left behind in Iraq will not be confined merely to training, protection of US interests and "anti-terrorism" operations. With a continued monopoly over air power and heavy artillery in the country, it will remain the dominant force, with the Iraqi army functioning essentially as a US puppet force.

The essential mission of the US troops, whether they number 50,000 or more, will remain the one they were given with the invasion of Iraq nearly six years ago—the neo- colonial subjugation of one of the most oil-rich nations on the planet.

The Obama administration continues to pursue this goal—albeit by somewhat altered means. Its aim, like the Bush administration before it, is to secure a strategic advantage over US imperialism's principal economic rivals in Europe and Asia by establishing hegemony over key energy supplies upon which they depend.
Liberal supporters of Obama have sought to comfort themselves and deflect criticism by arguing that the 19-month withdrawal plan about to be announced represents only a three-month deviation from the timetable he advanced during the 2008 election campaign, and that he had always included the proposal for the "residual force" remaining in Iraq.

Such legalistic arguments evade the central issue. In election after election—2002, 2004, 2006 and 2008—the American people have been defrauded, denied the right to cast any real vote on the war in Iraq. Time after time, the Democrats have colluded with the Republicans to assure that the act of military aggression that both parties approved and sustained could not be challenged by the electorate. The millions upon millions of voters who wanted an end to the war have been effectively disenfranchised.

This process culminated in the 2008 election itself, in which Obama's capture of the Democratic nomination was unquestionably driven in large measure by his attempt to identify himself with these broad antiwar sentiments and to pillory his principal Democratic opponent, Hillary Clinton, for her October 2002 vote authorizing the war.

Now Clinton serves as his secretary of state, while Bush's appointee Gates still heads the Pentagon.

The emergence of the Obama administration's policy of continued occupation in Iraq and escalation of the war in Afghanistan and Pakistan only underscores the bankruptcy of the American democratic process. It is impossible under the present two-party system for the voters to exert their influence on war or any other essential question.

Obama's policies are being determined not by the popular hostility to war felt by the millions who voted for him, but by the financial and strategic interests of the America's corporate and financial elite. He has emerged more and more openly as a mouthpiece for finance capital and the military.

The struggle against war cannot be advanced within the confines of the existing political institutions and the two-party monopoly exercised by the banks and big business.
It requires first and foremost an irrevocable break with the Democratic Party and the independent political mobilization of working people against the profit system, which gives rise to militarism and war. This means building the Socialist Equality Party and fighting to win the broadest layers of workers, students and young people to its socialist and internationalist program.
IRAQ- WITHDRAWAL LINKS

[
]  Withdrawal is a tactic to strengthen US imperialism via redeployments.
A.N.S.W.E.R. 2005 (a coalition of hundreds of organizations and prominent individuals and scores of organizing centers in cities and towns across the country http://answer.pephost.org/site/News2?abbr=ANS_&page=NewsArticle&id=7433 December 16, 2005 Accessed: July 01)
The question for the antiwar movement is this: are we building a movement that comprehensively challenges imperialism or are we opposed only to certain tactics employed by imperialism such as overt, unilateral military invasion? And, are people and communities most affected by imperial wars mere objects for this movement, or are they real partners in it?  What is the message we are bringing to the people of the United States? This is critical in our opinion because we believe that the people alone are the source of change and transformation. The politicians are in the back pocket of Corporate America and the Military-Industrial Complex.  Building genuine solidarity with Iraqi, Palestinian and Arab people - the central targets of the current war for Empire - is not simply an exercise for the already radicalized community. It is rather a life and death need of the movement to win the population away from the xenophobia, national chauvinism and racism that is promoted by the government. These are the central methods they employ to rally support for their war for empire—or as it's commonly known, "the war on terrorism."

Inside the UFPJ leadership and in its publications there is great excitement about John Murtha's disaffection with the war. We too welcome it as a sign that there is a small but increasing division in the camp of the war makers. Murtha is part of the camp that believes the armed insurgency cannot be militarily conquered. The split, however, is over tactics and not over the strategic goal of U.S. domination over the Middle East and its peoples.

UFPJ's leadership sent out a sample letter to the antiwar movement that calls on people to write a letter to Congress that reads: "Instead of scorn, Murtha deserves praise and support for his courageous leadership. Isn't that what we want from our elected officials?" Remember this for a man who stated "I supported Reagan all through the Central American thing" at his press conference announcing his call for "redeployment" from Iraq. Two hundred thousand Guatemalans, 40,000 Nicaraguans and 70,000 Salvadorans died during Reagan's "Central America thing."

So what is Murtha actually proposing as he breaks ranks with Bush over the war that he previously supported? Murtha wants to "redeploy U.S. troops," "create a quick reaction force in the region," and "an over- the- horizon presence of Marines."(*)  Murtha has not adopted an antiwar position. He wants to redeploy militarily to strengthen the hand of U.S. imperialism in the Middle East because the current path is not working. Fewer U.S. soldiers will be in harm's way, which of course is a welcome development, but Murtha and the other disaffected elements in the Pentagon's high command want to continue to strategically station air power and the Marines for rapid strikes in the Arab world. If the slogan "Bring the Troops Home" ends up meaning redeployment and more surgical bombing and strikes against the people of the Middle East it loses its antiwar meaning entirely. Murtha's redeployment call is on par with Ariel Sharon's removal of troops and settlers from Gaza. It is fundamentally a military action to strengthen the military and political position of the occupiers, in response to the pressures of the resistance.

Why is it that UFPJ's leadership can build a gushing "united front" with imperialist politicians but not the A.N.S.W.E.R. Coalition, which has organized hundreds of thousands of people to promote genuine peace and self-determination for all peoples in the Arab world and the Middle East.  We believe that the antiwar movement should take advantage of splits within the camp of the war makers and also solicit the support of progressive elected officials to support the program of the antiwar movement, but it would be destructive if the progressive forces delete its own anti-imperialist or anti-racist politics so that the movement becomes "acceptable" to imperialist decision-makers.

IRAQ- WITHDRAWAL LINKS

[
]  Withdrawal is being done in the interests of imperialism- Obama trades of his opposition to the Iraq war to create support for imperialism elsewhere.
Everest  2008 (Larry,  covered the Middle East and Central Asia for over 20 years for newspapers and other publications; Obama’s Foreign Policy: Steering U.S. Imperialism Through Dangerous Waters Imperialists Debate Grand Strategy in a Changing World; http://www.rwor.org/a/137/iraq_obama-en.html  Accessed: July 01  july 27, 2008)

Obama’s criticisms of Bush’s strategy are not unique—they are shared by many in the ruling class. These strategists of empire feel the invasion of Iraq and the neocon strategy of rapid, forcible regional transformation of the Middle East has not gone according to plan and has hurt U.S. interests in the region and globally in important ways. They think the Bush administration has focused too narrowly on Iraq and the Middle East to the detriment of other global concerns, giving other powers openings and more maneuvering room. And they argue that the Bush team has relied too heavily on U.S. military power and not enough on other elements of imperial might—economic leverage, political posturing, and diplomatic efforts.

“This [Iraq] war distracts us from every threat that we face and so many opportunities we could seize,” Obama declared. “This war diminishes our security, our standing in the world, our military, our economy, and the resources that we need to confront the challenges of the 21st century. By any measure, our single-minded and open-ended focus on Iraq is not a sound strategy for keeping America safe.”

On the Lehrer NewsHour (July 15), Obama said, “[W]hat I have said continuously is that in light of the problems that we’re having in Afghanistan, in light of other security threats that we have out there, non‑proliferation issues, Iran, what we’re doing with respect to China, what we’re doing with respect to North Korea, it is important for us not to be single‑minded about Iraq.”

Obama’s concerns reflect the changing global terrain and necessities facing U.S. imperialism—which is why even Bush and McCain would agree with much of what he says—and in some cases these shifts have already been implemented, including escalating the war in Afghanistan and placing more emphasis on diplomacy and political preparation in dealing with the very acute challenges posed by Iran. (For a broader discussion of the changing global terrain, see Raymond Lotta, “Shifts and Faultlines in the World Economy and Great Power Rivalry,” Part 1, Revolution #136, July 20, 2008; Part 2, page 6 this issue).

In short, Obama is coming from a thoroughly imperialist viewpoint—being concerned with the problems confronting not humanity, but the U.S. empire militarily, politically, and economically—and what should be done about them. So it’s not surprising that Obama’s answer is thoroughly imperialist as well—beginning with joining “overwhelming military strength with sound judgment,” while shaping events “not just through military force, but through the force of our ideas; through economic power, intelligence and diplomacy.” Obama proposes expanding the size of the U.S. military by 65,000 ground troops and 27,000 marines. The point? “[A] strategy that saw clearly the world’s dangers, while seizing its promise.” Coming from the would-be commander-in-chief of the world’s biggest empire and exploiter, “seizing” the world’s “promise” is chilling—and sickening.

Iraq: Redeploying Forces to Meet “Broader Strategic Goals”

Obama trades off his 2002 opposition to the Iraq war, and is often branded an “anti-war” candidate. He is no such thing.

Obama has never criticized the invasion of Iraq because it was an illegal, immoral, and unjust war of conquest and empire. And the criticisms he raises come from the thoroughly chauvinist viewpoint of what’s best for America—i.e. the U.S. empire. “I warned that the invasion of a country posing no imminent threat would fan the flames of extremism, and distract us from the fight against al Qaeda and the Taliban,” Obama writes. And he argues that the cost has outweighed the benefits for U.S. imperialism: ”Since then, more than 4,000 Americans have died and we have spent nearly $1 trillion. Our military is overstretched. Nearly every threat we face—from Afghanistan to Al Qaeda to Iran—has grown.... The strain on our military has grown, the situation in Afghanistan has deteriorated and we’ve spent nearly $200 billion more in Iraq than we had budgeted.”

Obama never mentions the horrors the war has inflicted on millions of Iraqis—the one million dead, the five million driven from their homes. Obama is training people in the foul logic that only American lives and power count for anything, while Iraqi lives count for nothing.

Obama argues that continuing the occupation in its current form will further damage U.S. imperial interests and has called for withdrawing U.S. combat troops from Iraq within 16 months. “Ending the war is essential to meeting our broader strategic goals, starting in Afghanistan and Pakistan, where the Taliban is resurgent and Al Qaeda has a safe haven. Iraq is not the central front in the war on terrorism, and it never has been.” He then cites Admiral Mike Mullen, Bush’s own Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who argues, “we won’t have sufficient resources to finish the job in Afghanistan until we reduce our commitment to Iraq.”

But Obama is not calling for leaving Iraq or allowing the Iraqi people to determine their own destiny. His plan includes leaving a “residual” force of perhaps 50,000 U.S. troops in Iraq to continue the effort to create a stable pro-U.S. state, which is seen as key to strengthening the U.S. grip on the region and transforming it in the interests of U.S. imperialism. And he makes clear that anything he does would be conditioned by the situation on the ground and U.S. interests: “...My plan would not be a precipitous withdrawal...we would inevitably need to make tactical adjustments. As I have often said, I would consult with commanders on the ground and the Iraqi government to ensure that our troops were redeployed safely, and our interests protected.”

IRAQ- WITHDRAWAL LINKS

[
]  It’s all the same war- withdrawal from Iraq is just a means to refocus on the theaters of Afghanistan and Pakistan.

Jones ‘9 (Shane, “Obama’s Foreign Policy: Imperialism as Usual”, March 18, http://www.marxist.com/us-obama-foreign-policy-imperialism.htm, Accessed: 6/27/10   GAL)

Obama does not reject the pretext of endless "war on terror" that he inherited from Bush.  In fact, it is the cornerstone of his foreign policy.  Obama made this clear in his speech when he said, "That is why we are refocusing on Al Qaida in Afghanistan and Pakistan, developing a strategy to use all elements of American power to prevent Iran from developing a nuclear weapon, and actively seeking a lasting peace between Israel and the Arab world." In this way, the Iraq War, which was preceded by the invasion of Afghanistan, has now been transformed into the staging ground for turning the spotlight back onto Afghanistan, Iran, and now Pakistan, as well.  It's all the same war.  These are simply different 'theaters.' 

The President also stated that, "Al Qaida in Iraq has been dealt a serious blow by our troops and Iraq's security forces." And later, "In short, today, there is a renewed cause for hope in Iraq, but that hope is resting on an emerging foundation." Anyone with a memory might have been waiting for the "Mission Accomplished" banner to unfurl at any point during Obama's speech! It is very telling how quickly Obama dropped his anti-war rhetoric for the "the war is a success" line.  The Bush years live on! 

[
]  The aff is not principled opposition to the US intervention in Iraq, just an attempt to escape the quagmire that makes it difficult for imperialism to protect its interests in other areas.  
Geier 2007 (Joel, International Socialist Review, Issue 52, March-April, http://www.isreview.org/issues/52/imperialcrisis.shtml, GAL)

The Bush administration has lost popular support for a war it plans to continue to the end. It no longer has credibility abroad or with most of the population at home, which will make its foreign policy proposals suspect and difficult to implement, exacerbating its crisis. The executive branch, which attempted to claim all the powers of the imperial presidency of the Cold War era, has lost the credibility to carry through imperial measures without challenge. The split in the ruling class, its political representatives, think tanks, and media outlets is not over principles, however. The debate is over how best to protect imperialist interests—by continuing “on to victory,” or trying to find some way to contain this debacle and salvaging as much as can be saved in a defeat. Now that this genie is out of the bottle—that there is no ruling-class consensus—politics will increasingly focus on the war. The Democrats, who originally wanted to avoid discussing it, have been forced to put Iraq back on the agenda. So long as the war goes on, all politics will have the tendency to be viewed through this prism, the credibility gap for the government will grow, and it will be more difficult for U.S. imperialism to have the support necessary to deal with its other international problems. 

IRAQ- WITHDRAWAL LINKS

[
]  Iraq withdrawal is an attempt to patch up the emerging cracks in imperial domination- this plan is just a tactical retreat to salvage a long term position for the US in the Middle East.

Jones ‘9 (Shane, The Socialist Appeal, August, “Obama’s Middle East Policy: Still Imperialist”, http://www.marxist.com/obama-middle-east-policy-imperialist.htm Accessed: 6/27/10   GAL)

Capitalism’s phase as a relatively progressive force for human development has long been passed. Today, the US finds itself on top of the heap, a position that it refuses to yield, even as the heap begins to rot at its core. This serves only to pile the contradictions higher and faster. There are cracks appearing everywhere in the dominance of the imperialists. It is precisely at this juncture that diplomacy is needed to complement the more blunt methods. Enter Obama.

Some of the most glaring cracks are opening in the Middle East. Obama is being forced by the objective conditions to change the specific approach of US imperialism without changing the general course whatsoever. For the time being, his strength lies in presenting the current objective weakness as a “change in policy,” while at the same time, not altering any policy in any meaningful way.
It has now been six years since the invasion and subsequent occupation of Iraq. Despite the “withdrawal” of US troops from Iraq’s major cities in late June, the occupation nevertheless continues. Although Republicans fumed and fussed about Obama’s plan for Iraq, painting him as willing to “cut and run” and all the rest, Obama is keeping the political and military position of the US in the Mid-East much the same. He has simply had to tactically retreat, in order to attempt to regain some ground lost in recent years.

Although the Iraqi government is now formally in charge, the US is still maintaining a longer-term military presence of as many as 50,000 troops. General Petraeus, in early May, announced that, “[W]e’re going to have ten Army and Marine units deployed for a decade in Iraq and Afghanistan.”

While there is big publicity for scaling down US troop deployments in Iraq, there is no mention of the private security contractors in the country, which make up a formidable private mercenary army, numbering around 133,000 (around the same number of US troops still in Iraq). A June report by the Pentagon shows that, under Obama’s presidency, there has been a 23 percent rise in “Private Security Contractors” working for the Department of Defense in Iraq and a 29 percent increase in Afghanistan. While this report specified DoD contractors, it did not include the figures of other agencies, such as the State Department. “This means, the number of individual ‘security’ contractors could be quite higher, as could the scope of their expansion,” as was recently pointed out by Jeremy Scahill, the author who brought public attention to Blackwater (now called Xe), one of the largest private security contractors in Iraq.

Contract bidding with private oil companies has been opened up. To pay for the enormous destruction caused by the war and to give at least the appearance of not entirely selling out the country’s sovereignty, the Iraqi government is so far attempting to make a show of its “independence.” In other words, they are trying to drive up the price they get for selling off Iraq’s natural resources.

As for the masses of Iraq, the war solved nothing. Saddam may be gone, but the country is in ruins. Hundreds of thousands of lives have been shattered. The poverty millions face is incalculable. The only way forward is to link the struggles of the Iraqi working masses to the broader struggles currently taking place in the region. The presence of US imperialism in any country in the Middle East is a threat to all, and to the world. Ultimately, this struggle must move toward socialism, which could finally bring lasting peace and prosperity to the region, through a genuine, democratic plan of production using the region’s rich resources to develop mass programs to eradicate the poverty and misery that results from the imperialist strangulation of the region.

Even before the Iraq War, there was the occupation of Afghanistan, where the situation is no better. Here there is not even the semblance of a plan for withdrawal. Both wings of the US ruling class are in agreement on the Afghanistan occupation. In February 2009, it was reported that the US will build two huge, new military bases in southern Afghanistan.

Given the vast oil resources in the Persian Gulf, Caspian Sea, and Central Asia, and the increasing competition with Russia, China, and India, the US wants to ensure it has a direct military presence in Central Asia.

IRAQ- WITHDRAWAL LINKS (Also Immediate W/draw good)
[
] Obama will only use Iraq withdrawal as a means to shore up other imperialist adventures, and the plan will be circumvented to leave a long term military presence- demanding immediate withdrawal is the only alternative.
Jones ‘8 (Shane, “Is Barack Obama an alternative for US workers?”, The Socialist Appeal, September 19, http://www.marxist.com/is-barack-obama-an-alternative.htm, Accessed 6/27/10  GAL)
It is on his “opposition” to the war that Obama has garnered much support, and understandably so, as the war is every day seen by more and more U.S. workers as a complete disaster. Many are seeking a real political opposition against the war, but what exactly does Obama mean when he “speaks out against the war”? Far from opposing the war on the basis that it is a war on workers and the poor at home and abroad, he would have preferred that the war had been better presented and more carefully planned. He is in favor of U.S. imperialism winning, but adds a pinch of semi-populist rhetoric, as many Democratic politicians have been doing as of late.  He was simply quicker to jump on the bandwagon. 

Obama is in fact a vigorous supporter of the wider “war on terror”.  As he stated in a so-called anti-war speech in October 2002: “You want a fight, President Bush? Let’s finish the fight with Bin Laden and al-Qaeda, through effective, coordinated intelligence, and a shutting down of the financial networks that support terrorism, and a homeland security program that involves more than color-coded warnings.”  Obama voted to re-authorize the USA PATRIOT Act, which has been heavily criticized by civil rights layers as curtailing civil liberties. He opposed moves to censure Bush for illegal wiretapping, and voted to approve Condoleezza Rice as Secretary of State. 

Obama has called for a “phased withdrawal” of U.S. troops and an opening of diplomatic dialogue with Iraq’s neighbors, Syria and Iran. In other words, he understands that the best U.S. imperialism can do is soften the blow of a defeat; outright victory is now an impossibility.  Like other slightly more far-sighted leaders of the ruling class, he approaches this from the perspective of preserving the cohesion and readiness of the military – so it can be used in other imperialist adventures such as Afghanistan and beyond. Far from calling for an immediate withdrawal of occupying forces in Iraq, Obama has the perspective of further  interventions in the region, with one possible scenario involving U.S. forces remaining in an occupied Iraq for an “extended period of time”, acting as a launching pad.  This would call for “a reduced but active U.S. military presence” that “protects logistical supply points” and “American enclaves like the Green Zone,” which would send “a clear message to hostile countries Iran and Syria that we plan to remain a key player in the region.” U.S. troops “remaining in Iraq” will “act as rapid reaction forces to respond to emergencies and to go after terrorists.”  Above all, Obama wants a “pragmatic solution to the real war we’re facing in Iraq,” and to “defeat the insurgency.” These, of course, are mutually exclusive aims. The insurgency is the popular uprising of an occupied people. The only solution is the immediate withdrawal of all U.S. and “coalition” troops from Iraq. 
IRAQ- WITHDRAWAL LINKS
[
]  Iraq is an ongoing economic thorn in the side of US imperialism.  The occupation requires foreign loans which undermine imperialist power relations.
Geier 2007 (Joel, International Socialist Review, Issue 52, March-April, http://www.isreview.org/issues/52/imperialcrisis.shtml, GAL)

In the last several years the U.S. has lost its competitive edge on the world market, increasing its international debt to a point that it threatens the dollar, the lynchpin of its economic dominance. The 2006 trade deficit has ballooned to an unsustainable $763 billion, the current account deficit to over $800 billion. The war was expected to pay for itself through the production and sale of Iraqi oil, which was also expected to keep oil at $20 a barrel. Instead, Iraq has become a money pit, and a destabilizing factor regionally that has pushed oil to $50–$70 a barrel. Coupled with this is the wars’ unaddressed detrimental impact on America’s rapidly declining competitive capability on the world market. In just six years, the U.S. share of world GNP has dropped dramatically from 30.8 percent in 2000 to 27.7 percent in 2006, with BRIC’s (Brazil, Russia, India, and China) share of the world GNP share rising from 7.8 percent to 11 percent (the bulk of this rise is in China and Russia, America’s only serious military rivals). Coupled to the trade deficit is the federal government deficit, which has averaged $300 billion the past several years. During Vietnam, the U.S. was the world’s major creditor; it is now the world largest debtor. The U.S. has borrowed internationally over $3 trillion in the last five years, an astounding 80 percent of world savings. China now holds over $1 trillion in foreign reserves, 90 percent in dollars, with which it makes international loans to developing countries outside the framework of the International Monetary Fund, further eroding U.S. economic influence.

The deficits and the dollar’s dependence on the kindness of strangers has created the new contradiction that China, the major long-term strategic rival of the U.S., has become its major banker. The U.S. ruling class, despite hawkish rhetoric about “sacrifice,” refuses to tax itself for its war, but instead depends on unsustainable foreign loans that are undermining its imperialist power relations.
[
]  The US disaster in Iraq creates a window of opportunity for the revival of anti-imperialist alternatives.
Geier 2007 (Joel, International Socialist Review, Issue 52, March-April, http://www.isreview.org/issues/52/imperialcrisis.shtml, GAL)

But there are limits to the aggressiveness of American imperialism when it is faced with its setbacks and defeats. The revival of anti-imperialist politics has begun in Latin America and the Middle East. As America’s crisis matures, the rebirth of an anti-imperialist Left in the rest of the world, including the U.S, appears on the horizon. The long-term crisis of American imperialism resulting from the Iraq disaster is an enormous opening for the revival of anti-imperialism as a credible alternative to both wings of imperialist politics, the Republican and Democratic parties. U.S. imperialism has to be challenged by a mass opposition from below at home, and linked to the struggle for liberation internationally. That is still in the future, but the defeat in Iraq is bringing that future into focus.
IRAQ WITHDRAWAL LINKS- LATIN AMERICA TRADEOFF

[
]  The quagmire in Iraq has prevented US imperial domination in Latin America- the plan allows the US to reassert dominance in the region.

Geier 2007 (Joel, International Socialist Review, Issue 52, March-April, http://www.isreview.org/issues/52/imperialcrisis.shtml, GAL)

In Latin America, economic conditions independent of the Iraq War have propelled a years-long revolt against the neoliberalism championed by the United States. Neoliberal growth benefited the rich, and working-class living standards stagnated—the last recession was horrendous, particularly in Argentina. The Iraq quagmire has provided political openings for this economic revolt against American dominance to continue, most recently in Bolivia and Ecuador. The rise in oil prices has allowed Hugo Chávez in Venezuela to both deepen his support in Venezuela, and to extend his influence in the region. His ability to organize Bolivia, Ecuador, and Nicaragua into a competing center to American influence, and to leverage oil in Mercosur policies makes him the strongest opponent the U.S. has had in Latin America since the Cuban political challenge in the 1960s and early 1970s. Iraq has forced the U.S. to accept a tempering of its political interference that they would not have previously contemplated. The continued American preoccupation in Iraq may allow for further revolts and lead to a further decline in U.S. ability to influence events in Latin America. 

IRAQ LINK- ANTI-WAR,  PRO-MILITARISM

[
]  Their shallow opposition to the Iraq war is motivated by political cynicism and residual distrust of the Bush administration, not genuine anti-militarism.  The aff only repairs the tarnished image of imperialist intervention 

Black ’10 (Tim, “Afghanistan: why there’s no anti-war movement”, February 18, http://www.spiked-online.com/index.php/site/printable/8202/  Accessed 7/1/10 GAL)

But this tale of two wars tells us less about the intrinsic justifications for either conflict than the context in which they were waged. In 2001, 9/11 had given President Bush’s US administration, and by association, Tony Blair’s UK government, a just cause. Moral posturing and overblown rhetoric flourished. By 2003, however, the righteous lustre conferred upon the West by the attack on the Twin Towers was virtually exhausted. In its place, the pre-9/11 disconnect between disenfranchised electorates and politicians in search of a purpose had reasserted itself. The attempt to grab back some authority, to regain moral purpose through the invasion of Iraq, played itself out in a context dominated not by a sense of mission, but of public cynicism.

And it was this mood of cynicism, this anti-political climate, that infused criticism of the Iraq War, not a forthright criticism of militarism. There was the constant talk of the dodgy dossier deceit of Blair’s government, the machinations of the neocon cabal around Bush, and a general sense that these were people who could not be trusted. Our leaders were, in some undefined but invidious way, opposed to the public; the terms of opposition to the Iraq War drew upon a definite anti-political climate at home. It was not political solidarity with the civilians of another country that mobilised millions against the Iraq War, nor clear arguments against military intervention in the affairs of a sovereign nation that were voiced in the amassed, placard-waving throngs. No, what got people motivated, what pushed vast numbers to protest was a suspicion and distrust of the political elite. The enduring slogan of the time was ‘Not In My Name’, a testament to political estrangement, not anti-militarist zeal.

That the opposition to the Iraq War owed more to the climate of cynicism in the West than what was going on in the Middle East is inadvertently hinted at in Kampfner’s Guardian article: ‘In contrast to Iraq’, he writes, ‘the UK government has been relatively straight with the public about its intentions [in Afghanistan]’. Given the sheer number of rotating reasons provided for the war in Afghanistan, from women’s liberation to national security, Kampfner is aware of the absurdity of this statement. But what it captures, what he is recalling, is the sheer depth of public cynicism at the time of the invasion of Iraq - the overwhelming sense that the government was not being straight with the public over its oil-grabbing intentions.

Ironically, the inadequacy of opposition to the Iraq War helps to explain the dearth of anti-war protest around Afghanistan now. As the smattering of Stop the War demos last year showed, protest consisted of little more than recycled slogans from Iraq protests (see The defeatism of the anti-war movement, by Tim Black). Even the arguments against the conflict sounded familiar, with oil, or rather an oil pipeline, cited as the real reason behind the war. The terms of oppositon are cynical, the arguments conspiratorial. And they certainly do not amount to a coherent opposition to the war in Afghanistan.

What’s missing in today’s anti-war movement is not something ineffably present back in 2003. Rather what is missing today was also missing then; that is, a genuine opposition to purpose-giving militarism, an argument in favour of sovereignty, and, at its heart, a conviction that the only people capable of ‘enacting regime change’ or of ‘liberating women’ are the people who actually live and work in these societies themselves.

Sadly, since too many critics of the Iraq War were – and still are – perfectly happy to sign up to the creed of humanitarian intervention, whether in Kosovo or, initially, Afghanistan, such a principled stand seems unlikely. Instead it seems that, for apparent opponents of the Afghanistan or Iraq conflicts, the real problem is that these messy, bloody conflicts have tarnished the ideal of humanitarian intervention. Despite the anti-war pose, they remain militarists at heart.

 SOFT POWER LINKS

[
]  The aff’s pursuit of soft power is just an attempt to smooth over the core contradictions of capitalism.

Everest ‘7 (Larry, Revolution #86, April 29, “Barack Obama & the Bush Doctrine: Shared Assumptions, Tactical Differences & Common Goals”, http://rwor.org/a/086/obama-en.html,  Accessed 6/27/10  GAL)

CAN OBAMA REVERSE THE BUSH AGENDA? DOES HE WANT TO? 

The question is, what does Obama actually stand for? What’s his vision of U.S. foreign policy, in the Middle East in particular? Does he want to--and is he capable of--ending the war in Iraq and preventing war with Iran? Is he for repudiating the Bush global agenda and reversing the direction the Bush administration has been taking this country and the world? More fundamentally, whose interests does he represent? 

A close look at Obama’s platform and writings--and decoding the buzzwords and phrases of his mainstream politics--shows that he actually agrees with many of the key tenets of Bush’s worldview, global strategy, and overall objectives--even while having certain differences over how to advance those objectives. 

WHAT DOES STRENGTHENING “AMERICA'S POSITION IN THE WORLD” MEAN? 

Obama’s foreign policy rests on three premises: First, in his words, that “globalization makes our economy, our health, and our security all captive to events on the other side of the world,” and “any return to isolationism…will not work.” (The Audacity of Hope: Thoughts on Reclaiming the American Dream, pages 305, 303). Second, that the U.S. is a force for good in this globalized world: “no other nation on earth has a greater capacity to shape that global system,” to “expand the zones of freedom, personal safety, and economic well-being” and that a “global system built in America’s image can alleviate misery in poorer countries.” U.S. capitalism, he argues, can move “the international system in the direction of greater equity, justice and prosperity” and this will “serve both our interests and the interests of a struggling world.”

Third, Obama argues his foreign policy would start from the goal of fighting “to strengthen America's position in the world.” (Obama's website).

What does all this mean? First, that Obama consciously argues for and defends the capitalist system, U.S. capitalism in particular, and would adopt policies to ensure its functioning and operation--including by attempting to deal with the very deep contradictions and obstacles it faces today. 

These are the same concerns confronting the Bush administration and shaping its actions. So it’s not surprising that Obama’s agenda sounds eerily similar to core elements of the Bush doctrine as articulated in the Bush National Security Strategy (2002) which declares that American-defined “values of freedom are right and true for every person, in every society,” and that an overarching goal of U.S. policy is creating “a balance of power that favors freedom,” and spreading “free markets, and free trade to every corner of the world.” Combined with the NSS’s insistence on U.S. military superiority and its right to wage preemptive war, the document’s economic principles can best be understood as capitalist globalization on U.S. terms, carried out at gunpoint. This is precisely what the U.S. has been trying to carry out in Iraq through privatizing Iraq's economy and opening its vast oil resources up to U.S. capital. 

Obama rejects the charge that such U.S.-led capitalist globalization is “American imperialism, designed to exploit the cheap labor and natural resources of other countries,” and claims that critics are wrong “to think that the world’s poor will benefit by rejecting the ideals of free markets and liberal democracy” (Audacity, p. 315). But the world’s profound and growing injustices give lie to this attempt to prettify and cover up the actual workings of global capitalism. 

Today half the planet — nearly three billion people — lives on less than two dollars a day. Now, after the operation of capitalism for hundreds of years, the 20 percent living in the developed nations consume 86% of the world’s goods. Today the GDP (Gross Domestic Product) of the poorest 48 nations is less than the combined wealth of the world’s three richest individuals. This is the obscene, nightmarish reality of “free markets” and a “global system built in America’s image.” All this has been deepened in recent decades--not alleviated--by the expansion and acceleration of capitalist globalization. (See Raymond Lotta, “A Jagged, Unjust, and Obsolete World: A Critique of Thomas Friedman's The World is Flat ” (http://www.rwor.org/a/060/flatworld-en.html) for a deeper discussion of the dynamics and impact of global capitalism today.)

And what does it mean and where does it lead to “strengthen America's position in the world,” as Obama puts it? 

First, it means strengthening America’s military superiority over other countries, especially powers which could challenge U.S. hegemony, and against states or movements which threaten U.S. political-military control of key areas of the world. This too is a core goal of the Bush doctrine. It means strengthening the economic position of the U.S. in relation to its global rivals. It means, throughout the world and especially in poor, third world countries, having greater control of global resources, better access to markets and labor, and ensuring that trade and financial agreements favor the U.S., not others. All in order to strengthen the ability of U.S. imperialism to dominate and exploit hundreds of millions of people throughout the world. 

Obama characterizes the U.S. record around the world as “mixed,” and briefly mentions the slaughter of 500,000 Indonesian communists at the behest of the CIA in the 1960s (Obama lived in Indonesia in his youth). However, he ascribes such crimes (which he treats as isolated “mistakes”) not to the deepest dynamics of global imperialism, but to short-sighted, “misguided” policies, “based on false assumptions that ignore the legitimate aspirations of other peoples.” (p. 280) This ignores the actual workings of imperialism as demonstrated by over 100 years of history. The U.S. doesn’t have a “mixed” record in the world, it has a long and consistent track record of murderous interventions and wars: since World War 2, the U.S. has used direct military force against other countries more than 70 times, and there are now over 700 U.S. military bases in 130 foreign countries. So Indonesia--and Iraq today where over 600,000 Iraqis have been killed--are hardly minor aberrations or exceptions to the rule.

Strengthening America’s position in the world means strengthening its status as the world’s only imperialist superpower, as well as the dominant position of a handful of industrialized countries over the billions living in the Third World. How is this just? Why should a country with 4.7 percent of the world’s population control 32.6 percent of the world’s wealth and consume 25 percent of its energy? (And within the U.S., the richest 1 percent held 32 percent of the wealth in 2001.) ( New York Times, 12/6/06). How is the further strengthening of all this any good for the people?

WHERE DOES IT LEAD? 

Upholding global capitalism and strengthening the U.S. “position” in the world has led Obama to many of the same policy conclusions as the Bush regime.

First, on global military dominance and reach, he says: “We need to maintain a strategic force posture that allows us to manage threats posed by rogue nations like North Korea and Iran, and to meet the challenges presented by potential rivals like China.” Obama argues the U.S. now needs even more military spending than the record levels spent by the Bush administration so far: “Indeed, given the depletion of our forces after the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, we will probably need a somewhat higher budget in the immediate future just to restore readiness and replace equipment.” (p. 307)

Obama sees many of the same challenges to U.S. power in the key strategic region of the Middle East/Central Asia (home to 80 percent of the world’s energy reserves) that the Bush regime does. He says: "The growing threat, then, comes primarily from those parts of the world on the margins of the global economy where the international ‘rules of the road’ have not taken hold…" (p. 305) He shares the Bush Regime concern that "violent Islamic extremists" are a vastly different kind of adversary than the Soviet Union in the Cold War and must be dealt with differently, possibly through preemptive war. Obama says: "I think there are certain elements within the Islamic world right now that don't make those same calculations… I think there are elements within Pakistan right now--if Musharraf is overthrown and they took over, I think we would have to consider going in and taking those bombs out, because I don't think we can make the same assumptions about how they calculate risks." ("Obama would consider missile strikes on Iran," Chicago Tribune, September 25, 2004)

These concerns also lead Obama to join the Bush regime (and the whole U.S. establishment) in targeting Iran as a center of Islamic fundamentalism and a rising force in the Middle East/Central Asia. Obama calls Iran “one of the greatest threats to the United States, Israel and world peace.” He argues, “The world must work to stop Iran's uranium enrichment program and prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons. It is far too dangerous to have nuclear weapons in the hands of a radical theocracy,” and “we should take no option, including military action, off the table.” (speech to the pro-Israel America Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC)).

While Obama may favor placing more emphasis on sanctions and diplomatic pressure at the moment (and the Bush regime itself is currently employing these weapons as well), his logic will drive him to support preemptive strikes, and he says, "[U]s launching some missile strikes into Iran is not the optimal position for us to be in." But he then says: "On the other hand, having a radical Muslim theocracy in possession of nuclear weapons is worse. So I guess my instinct would be to err on not having those weapons in the possession of the ruling clerics of Iran… realistically, as I watch how this thing has evolved, I'd be surprised if Iran blinked at this point." How much different is this than Sen. John McCain recently singing “bomb, bomb, bomb Iran.” to the tune of the Beach Boys Barbara Ann? (“Obama would consider missile strikes on Iran,” Chicago Tribune, September 25, 2004). 

Obama also foresees having to send U.S. troops into these areas and argues for a larger military: “Most likely this challenge will involve putting boots on the ground in the ungovernable or hostile regions where terrorists thrive. That requires a smarter balance between what we spend on fancy hardware and what we spend on our men and women in uniform. That should mean growing the size of our armed forces…” (p. 307)

Obama has some differences with the Bush regime over how to advance U.S. imperial interests and maintain hegemony. For example, while he supports the U.S.’s “right” to take unilateral action “to eliminate an imminent threat to our security,” he limits it to when “as an imminent threat is understood to be a nation, group or individual that is actively preparing to strike U.S. targets (or allies with which the United States has mutual defense arrangements), and has or will have the means to do so in the immediate future.” (pp. 308-309) But, he argues, “once we get beyond matters of self-defense…. it will almost always be in our strategic interest to act multilaterally rather than unilaterally when we use force around the world.” This is consistent with a major part of the Democratic Party critique of the Bush doctrine which agrees that the U.S. needs hegemony, but argues that the U.S. needs to work with at least some other world powers to achieve it. 

SOFT POWER LINKS
j
[
]  The aff arguments about “soft power” are just a re-branding strategy for US imperialism.  

Revolution Magazine ‘8 (Revolution #118, February 3, “Andrew Sullivan on Obama: The ‘Best Face’ for US Imperialism”, http://revcom.us/a/118/obama-en.html, Accessed 6/27/10  GAL  *Emphasis in Original)

“The Most Effective Re-Branding of the United States Since Reagan”
Obama, argues Sullivan, is “the most effective potential re-branding of the United States since Reagan. Such a re-branding is not trivial—it’s central to an effective war strategy. The war on Islamist terror, after all, is two-pronged: a function of both hard power and soft power.” (By “hard power,” Sullivan means military force; by “soft power,” he means non-military dimensions of “winning hearts and minds”—in conjunction with the use of, or threat of, military power.)

Choosing whether Obama, Clinton, Edwards, McCain or anyone else would actually be the most effective “soft power” weapon in the “war on terror,” is choosing who will put the best face on the actual source of the worst global terror—U.S. imperialism. Let’s check back into reality for a moment and reflect on the horrors the “war on terror” has brought: Up to a million or more dead Iraqis. Five million Iraqis dislocated from their homes or country. Afghanistan, in ruins, controlled by either the Taliban or drug-growing Islamic fundamentalist warlords aligned with the U.S. Torture chambers from Bagram in Afghanistan to secret cells in Europe. Rendition to Egypt, Syria, Saudi Arabia for more U.S.-sponsored torture. Detention without trial. Guantánamo. And a world trapped in a horrific polarization between U.S. imperialist aggression, plunder, and terror, and reactionary Islamic fundamentalism that is both the target of and, in many ways, a product of the “war on terror.”
SOFT POWER LINKS

[
] The distinction between Empire and “Global Leader” is a false one – The drive toward global leadership devolves into an Imperial quest.

Charles S. Maier Professor of history at Harvard University 2006 Among Empires: American Ascendancy and Its Predecessors First Harvard University Press paperback edition pp. 62-65

This last observation reveals the difficulty of shoehorning the United States into the received models of imperial power. Critics of the term empire have suggested that the United States is instead a hegemonic power. Hegemon is a Greek term that means preeminence and leadership. According to one of the finest American historians of European international relations, a hegemon exerts a predominant voice over collective policies, but does not possess, or chooses not to exploit, the raw power to compel obedience.56 The model for hegemony is the Athenian-led coalition that faced the Persians in the early fifth century bce. It was formalized in the Delian League of 477. But Athens moved beyond mere hegemony over its allies and sought to perpetuate a clear domination, demanding tribute after the defeat of the Persians and compelling obedience and fealty from states that would have preferred nonalignment. In taking cognizance of the transition, the historian Thucydides, among others, changed his description of the city-state’s dominance from hegemony to arche.57 It is true that if the United States is an empire, its power resembles that of Athens as arche rather than Rome. It does not directly rule a large and extensive area, but seeks loyalty to its leadership and policy. The question remains whether America now exerts or does not exert this more exacting direction. A different distinction between empire and hegemon was offered in a valuable work on empires now twenty years old. Borrowing a distinction again from Thucydides, Michael Doyle suggested that the hegemon might control its allies’ foreign relations but would not infringe their internal autonomy. Is this distinction really robust, however? The Greek historian recognized that in the Hellenic convulsion, the allies of Athens had democratic revolutions if they were not already democracies, and the allies of Sparta remained oligarchies.58 To control an ally’s foreign alignments usually means helping one’s friends hold power and keeping one’s adversaries out of government. But this effort cannot really distinguish the empire from the hegemon. A powerful hegemon allows autonomy only when power in the dependent state is in safe hands. A well-functioning imperial system can also allow autonomy when allies are in firm control. At best, hegemony seems potential empire, leadership where force has not become necessary to maintain control, not just a high-minded renunciation of intervention. But hegemony may also indicate an unstable equilibrium that has yet to be resolved. Sooner or later the inequality of a hegemonic relation will grate. The lesser partners will carp at the relative lack of culture of those who rule them: Greeks at Romans, Egyptians or Syrians at Turks, the French at the Americans. Sooner or later, issues will arise that require a new framework. In that case one must revert to a type of association of equals, such as the British Commonwealth of Nations, or attempt to impose greater obedience—that is, empire. How might we resolve the issue of whether it makes sense to call the United States an empire or a hegemon? I would suggest that an empire will punish defectors from its control, while a hegemon will do no more than rely on common interests and moral suasion. Empires have tough cops and not just nice cops, if they have the latter at all. As Cleon warned the Athenians when they confronted the rebellious citystate of Mytilene, “the three failings most fatal to empire” were “pity, sentiment, and indulgence.” Athens did not make any of these mistakes. The Mytilenian men were slain and the women sold into slavery. Recall, too, also in the Peloponnesian War, the fate of Melos, whose leaders argued that for the Athenians to punish them would be to expose their leadership as resting on naked violence. Athens opted for ruling by fear and not love. The Romans did not let rebellion go unpunished, nor did the Ottomans, nor the Mughals, nor the Soviets who marched into Budapest when the Hungarian regime was carried away by popular upheaval and threatened to defect from the Warsaw Pact in autumn 1956. The French special interrogators, desperate to win the battle of Algiers, thought the same as did Cleon, as their recent memoirs amply confirm.59 The British in most cases shrank from such measures— they had a compelling parliamentary debate over these issues after General Reginald Dyer, their commander in the Punjab, gunned down several hundred defenseless protesters—but only once they were in a process of dismantling their possessions. Not that severity did not have advocates. Liberal imperialists will always deplore killing and beating, imprisoning and humiliating civilians, burning their homes, and torturing suspects as aberrant and counterproductive. But if empire is to be maintained, the soldiers assigned the dirty work know that it is sometimes necessary even at the price of their later disavowal and disgrace. Ultimately a mix of secrecy or “deniability” must be developed if leaders are not prepared to renounce the imperial project. Hypocrisy is the tribute imperialism pays to democracy.60 But repressing a rebellious or even restive population is not what distinguishes hegemony from empire. Empire involves, when necessary, the enforcement of obedience on elites and populations that would apparently rather enjoy autonomy. And the point is that a policy of compellance—overt or covert—is no longer just hegemonic. It rests on  force even if it claims the moral high ground. The Soviet Union in 1956 in Hungary, in 1968 in Prague, and in 1979–1980 in Afghanistan enforced its control and punished defectors. It followed an imperial policy. The United States in Iran in 1953, in Guatemala in 1954, unsuccessfully in Cuba in 1961, and so on, tried indirect versions of similar policies. Of course, ascendancy requires what Joseph Nye has labeled “soft power”: the resources of economy, ideology, attractive values, and cultural production in the arts and learning that also contribute to a nation’s influence. No empire can be successful without these playing a role; and if imperial organizers do not have these resources at first, then they must recruit them, as the Mongols did, for instance, when they conquered China, Persia, and Central Asia. The cultural capital developed by empire—its styles, arts and architecture, language—can radiate influence throughout successive centuries. But no empire subsists on soft power alone. “Authority forgets a dying king,” Tennyson’s Arthur recognized. Soft power evaporates if there is no hard power in reserve. 

[
] Soft power causes imperialism

National Post 2003 (Matthew Fraser National Post (Canada) “It's a small world after all: If the United States , it conquers its foes through the 'soft of its popular culture” September 22, 2003 lexis Accessed: July 01)
Given these awesome advantages, America is now regarded as a unipolar superpower with no likely rival in the foreseeable future. However, the American Empire, like all empires, is essentially a cultural construction. Empires are not merely commercial or military enterprises. Empires also impose normative forms of domination through soft power. The role of American soft power, consequently, has been crucial to the extension and maintenance of American imperial power.

Only a few years ago, the notion that America was becoming an imperial power was casually dismissed. Today, it has become commonplace. It has even become fashionable -- in newspapers, magazines and scholarly journals -- to describe the United States as an empire ruling the world much like the ancient Romans.

In early January, 2003, Michael Ignatieff published an essay in The New York Times Magazine titled, "American Empire: Get Used to It." Ignatieff described American imperial power today as "empire lite," which is now the title of his new book, published this summer.

Much discussion about American Empire has been focused on the formal attributes of U.S. imperialism -- in other words, the deployment of U.S. hard power and economic resources in the assertion of America's global dominance. Less attention has been given to the informal attributes of U.S. imperialism -- in other words, the deployment of U.S. soft power.

As James Kurth put it in The National Interest: "If there is now an American empire, it is best defined by the 'soft power' of information networks and popular culture rather than by the hard power of economic exploitation and military force, it is an empire representative of the information age rather than the industrial age."

TERRORISM LINKS

[
]  Framing the US as an innocent victim of terrorism prevents awareness of and confrontation with imperialist atrocities.

Herman and Peterson 2001 (Edward S., Professor Emeritus of Finance at the Wharton School @ U Penn, Annenberg School for communication at U Penn, and David, independent journalist and researcher, “Who Terrorizes Whom?”, Znet, October 18, http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/HER110A.html   Accessed 7/1/10 GAL)
One of the marks of exceptional hegemonic power is the ability to define words and get issues framed in accord with your own political agenda. This is notorious at this moment in history as regards "terrorism" and "antiterrorism." 

Since the September 11 attacks, two truths have been indisputable and universally reported. One is that the hijacker bombings of the World Trade Center and Pentagon were atrocities of a monumental and spectacular scale (and media coverage of that day's events alone may have generated more words and graphic images than any other single event in recent history). A second truth is that the bombings were willful acts of terrorism, accepting the basic and widely agreed-upon definition of terrorism as "the use of force or the threat of force against civilian populations to achieve political objectives." And let us also recognize that "sponsorship of terrorism" means organizing, and/or underwriting and providing a "safe harbor" to state or nonstate agents who terrorize. 

But there is a third indisputable truth, although much less understood, let alone universally reported: namely, that from the 1950s the United States itself has been heavily engaged in terrorism, and has sponsored, underwritten, and protected other terrorist states and individual terrorists. In fact, as the greatest and now sole superpower, the United States has also been the world's greatest terrorist and sponsor of terror. Right now this country is supporting a genocidal terrorist operation against Iraq via "sanctions of mass destruction" and regular bombing attacks to achieve its political objectives; it is underwriting the army and paramilitary forces in Colombia, who openly terrorize the civilian population; and it continues to give virtually unconditional support to an Israeli state that has been using force to achieve its political objectives for decades. The United States has terrorized or sponsored terror in Nicaragua, Brazil, Uruguay, Cuba, Guatemala, Indonesia/East Timor, Zaire, Angola, South Africa, and elsewhere. And it stands alone in both using and brandishing the threat to use nuclear weapons. It has for many years provided a safe harbor to the Cuban refugee terror network, and it has done the same for a whole string of terrorists in flight from, among other places, El Salvador, Haiti, Vietnam, and even Nazi Germany (see Christopher Simpson's Blowback). 

Even in its response to the September 11 terrorist events the United States resorted instantly to its own terrorism. Ignoring legal niceties--despite its supposed devotion to the "rule of law"- -the United States immediately began to threaten to "take out" states harboring terrorists, threatened the Afghans with bombing--itself an act of terrorism--and by such threats succeeded in blocking the flow of food supplies to a starving population, which is yet another act of terrorism, and a major one. (A spokesman for Oxfam International stationed in Islamabad recently stated that "Prior to this crisis, the World Food Program, with the help of Oxfam and other groups, was feeding 3.7 million [Afghan] people. But with the onset of the bombing campaign, this has stopped as the aid workers have been force to withdraw. The airdrops will--at their very best--feed 130,000 people," or only 3.5 percent of those facing winter and starvation). On October 7 the United States then began to bomb this impoverished country--not just a further act of terrorism, but the crime of aggression. 

All serious observers recognize that the U.S. actions against Afghanistan have and will cause many, many more deaths than the 6,000 killed in New York, Washington and Pennsylvania. But U.S. power and self-righteousness, broadcast and justified to the whole world by a subservient media machine, assure that what the United States does will neither be called terrorism, nor aggression, nor elicit indignation remotely comparable to that expressed over the events of September 11--however well its actions fit the definitions. The same bias extends to other Western countries, diminishing in scope and intensity from Britain to the others, and weakening further in the Third World. In the Middle East, for most of the population the bias disappears and U.S. terrorism is called by its right name, although the U.S.-dependent governments toe their master's line, if nervously. In these more remote areas the press speaks a different language, calling the United States a "rogue state par excellence repeatedly defying international rulings whether by the World Court or by U.N. resolutions when they have not suited its interests" and a "bandit sheriff" (The Hindu, India), and speaking of this as an "age of Euro-American tyranny" with tyrants who are merely "civilized and advanced terrorists" (Ausaf, Pakistan). 

But another sad fact is that in this country, and Britain as well, even the Left has trouble escaping the hegemonic definitions and frames. Leftists here regularly discuss the terrorism issue starting from the premise that the United States is against terrorism and that the issue is how the U.S. government can best deal with the problem. They are worried that the United States will go about solving the problem too aggressively, will seek vengeance, not justice. So they propose lawful routes, such as resort to the United Nations and International Court of Justice; and they urge seeking cooperation from the Arab states to crush terrorists within their own states. They discuss how bin Laden money routes can be cut off. Some of them even propose that the United States and its allies intervene not to bomb, but to build a new society in Afghanistan, engage in "nation-building", as the popular phrase puts it, in the spirit of the Kosovo "new humanitarian" intervention. 

While some of these proposals are meritorious, we haven't seen any that discuss how a "coalition of the willing" might be formed to bring the United States under control, to force it to stop using and threatening violence, to compel it and its British ally to cease terrorizing Iraq, and to make it stop supporting terrorist states like Colombia, Turkey, Indonesia, and Israel. Or to make U.S. funding of its terrorist operations more difficult! The hegemon defines the main part of the agenda--who terrorizes--and the debate is over how he and his allies should deal with those he identifies as terrorist. 
A good illustration of this Left accommodationism is displayed in the "New Agenda to Combat Terrorism," recently issued by the Institute for Policy Studies and Interhemispheric Resource Center in their Foreign Policy in Focus series. Nowhere in this document is it suggested that the United States is itself a terrorist state, sponsor of terrorism, or safe harbor of terrorists, although it is acknowledged that this country has supported "repressive regimes." "Repressive" is softer and less invidious than "terrorist." The report refers to the "destructive and counterproductive economic sanctions on Iraq," but doesn't suggest that this constitutes terrorism. In fact, "destructive" sounds like buildings knocked down and fails to capture the fact of a million or more human casualties. The recent publicity given the U.S.'s deliberate destruction of the Iraqi water supply also suggests something more than "destructive and counterproductive" is needed to properly describe U.S. policy toward that country (Thomas Nagy, "The Secret Behind the Sanctions: How the U.S. Intentionally Destroyed Iraq's Water Supply," The Progressive, September 2001). Nowhere does the IPS/IRC document mention Colombia, Turkey or Indonesia, where the United States is currently supporting "repressive regimes." 

This practice of leaning over backwards to downplay the U.S. terrorist role merges into serious misreadings of ongoing events: for example, the New Agenda claims that one effect of September 11 was that "defense policy was redefined as defending America and Americans rather than as force projection." This takes as gospel official propaganda claims, when in fact September 11 has given the proponents of force projection just the excuse they need to project force, which they are doing under the guise of antiterrorism. As John Pilger notes, "The ultimate goal is not the capture of a fanatic, which would be no more than a media circus, but the acceleration of western imperial power" (New Statesman, Oct. 15, 2001). And discussing the Bush administration's non-negotiable demands on the Taliban, Delhi University professor Nirmalangshu Mukherji points out that "it is hard to believe that thousands are going to be killed and maimed, entire nations devastated, regional conflicts allowed to take ugly turns, the rest of the world held in fear--all because the dead body of a single, essentially unworthy person is given such high value." On the contrary, she proposes, as does Pilger, that "in the name of fighting global terrorism, the US is basically interested in using the opportunity to establish [a] permanent military presence in the area" that is notable for its geo-political importance ("Offers of Peace," Oct. 16, 2001). 

Calling for "reorienting U.S. policy along the lines of respecting human rights," the New Agenda report states that "the unnecessary projection of U.S. military abroad, represented by the archipeligo of overseas military bases, often serves as a physical reminder of U.S. political and military support for repressive regimes." This claim that such bases are "unnecessary" completely ignores their ongoing important role in facilitating the global expansion of U.S. business, and, amazingly, ignores the fact that the United States is right now in the process of building new ones in "repressive" states like Uzbekistan, with 7,000 political prisoners and in the midst of a low-intensity war against Islamic insurgents ("U.S. Indicates New Military Partnership With Uzbekistan," Wall Street Journal, Oct. 15, 2001). Such bases are only "unnecessary" to analysts who are unable or unwilling to confront the reality of a powerful imperialism in fine working order and in a new phase of expansion. These analysts seem to believe that the United States can easily, perhaps with Left advice, be dissuaded from being an imperialist power! 

The reasons for this Left accommodation to what we must call the Superterrorist's antiterrorist agenda are mainly twofold. One is the power of hegemonic ideas, so that even leftists are swept along with the general understanding that the United States is fighting terrorism and is only a victim of terrorism. Some swallow the New Imperialist premise that the United States is the proper vehicle for reconstructing the world, which it should do in a gentler and kinder fashion. Thus Richard Falk takes this for granted in declaring the U.S. attack on Afghanistan "the first truly just war since World War II" (The Nation, Oct. 29, 2001), although claiming that its justice "is in danger of being negated by the injustice of improper means and excessive ends." Though writing in the liberal Nation magazine, it never occurs to Falk that the rightwing Republican regime of Bush and Cheney, so close to the oil industry and military-industrial complex, might have an agenda incompatible with a just war. Apart from this, as the attack was itself a violation of international law, and was from its start killing civilians by bombs directly and via its important contribution to the already endemic mass starvation, Falk makes the war "just" despite the fact that its justice was already negated at the time he made his claim. (By Falk's logic, an Iraqi attack on the United States would also be a highly just war, though its justice might be endangered by dubious means and excessive ends.) This is imperialist apologetics carried to the limit. 

The other reason for leftist accommodation is pragmatic. Thanks to the effectiveness of the U.S. propaganda system, U.S. citizens by and large are caught within the epistemic bind of NOT KNOWING THAT THEY DO NOT KNOW. Thus, leftists understand that people will have difficulty understanding what they are talking about if they start their discussions of controlling terrorism with an agenda on how to control Superterrorist's terrorism. If one wants to be listened to quickly and possibly influence the course of policy right now--and be far safer personally and professionally--it is better to take the conventional view of terrorism as a premise and discuss what the United States should do about it. Maybe this way one can help curb extremist responses. 

On the other hand, by taking it as the starting premise that the United States is only a victim of terrorism, one loses the opportunity to educate people to a fundamental truth about terrorism and even implicitly denies that truth in order to be practical. We find that we can't do that. After one of us (Herman) authored books entitled The Washington Connection and Third World Fascism (with Noam Chomsky) and The Real Terror Network, the latter featuring the gigantic U.S.-sponsored terror network that emerged in the years after 1950, and after following U.S. policy for years thereafter in which terrorism has been very prominent, he (and we) consider the notion of the United States as an antiterrorist state a sick joke. 

We believe it is of the utmost importance to contest the hegemonic agenda that makes the U.S. and its allies only the victims of terror, not terrorists and sponsors of terror. This is a matter of establishing basic truth, but also providing the long- run basis for systemic change that will help solve the problem of "terrorism," however defined. Others see things differently, and very good articles have been written in the pragmatic mode. But we want to call attention to the fact that there is a cost to using that mode, and those that work in it should do this understanding what they are taking for granted and its costs. Given the current trajectory of world events, we believe that we need a greater focus on ALL the terrorists and sponsors of terror, and less pragmatism. 
LINKS- REFORMS (AT: PERM)

[
]  This isn’t just a link of omission- starting points matter.  The struggle against imperialism should always be in the foreground- Instead, the plan is just an example of the kind of “lesser evilism” which strengthens imperialism by advancing the illusion that capitalism can be reformed.

Workers Vanguard ‘8 (No. 920, Sept. 12, “Obama Offers Facelift for U.S. Imperialism”, http://www.icl-fi.org/english/wv/920/obama.html, Accessed 6/27/2010  GAL)

The fact is, however, that most of what passes for the left in this country has either explicitly or implicitly endorsed a Democratic Party victory over the Republicans in the upcoming election. Having built an “antiwar movement” premised on appeals to bourgeois (Democratic) politicians to “end the war” in Iraq—and only Iraq, not Afghanistan—the liberals and their reformist supporters have now buried that “movement” in the morass of American electoral politics. The starting point of the reformist left is not the fight for socialist revolution, but rather the lie that capitalism can be reformed to serve the interests of working people and the oppressed.

In Imperialism, Lenin denounced such shams, noting that “reactionary, petty-bourgeois critics of capitalist imperialism dream of going back to ‘free,’ ‘peaceful,’ and ‘honest’ competition,” and insisting that “a ‘fight’ against the policy of the trusts and banks that does not affect the economic basis of the trusts and banks is mere bourgeois reformism and pacifism, the benevolent and innocent expression of pious wishes.” That sums up the support by groups like Workers World to the capitalist Green Party’s presidential candidate and former Georgia Democratic Congresswoman Cynthia McKinney, who spoke at a “Recreate ’68” rally outside the Democratic convention. She promoted the usual reformist pabulum about ending occupations abroad and redirecting “excessive” military spending toward higher education, and other good things like universal health care.

The reformist, anti-Communist ISO, for its part, claims that “Support for Barack Obama is one sign of a deeper shift to the left” (Socialist Worker, 13 August). The ISO never met a counterrevolutionary “freedom fighter” it didn’t like, so the Obama/Brzezinski crew’s anti-Communism is right up their alley. Socialist Worker (27 August) reprinted a piece by Dave Zirin, a regular contributor to that paper, under the title, “What We Didn’t Learn in Beijing.” The article chides the bourgeois media for insufficient China-bashing during the Olympics, condemning them for supposedly not asking “why the State Department last April took China off its list of nations that commit human rights violations.” While the ISO, the Revolutionary Communist Party and Workers World, as well as other reformist leftists, all have articles “exposing” Obama’s policies, these are thin covers for their actual politics of Democratic Party “lesser evilism,” as all their various coalitions in one way or another recapitulate the RCP’s classic call, “The World Can’t Wait: Drive Out the Bush Regime!” This is also the goal—what an amazing coincidence—of the Democrats this year.

The Democrats’ rhetoric about “hope” and “change” is meant to refurbish illusions that the shell game of bourgeois electoral politics can work in the interests of the working masses. And, indeed, Democratic voter turnout during the primaries, including among black people and youth, has been very high. But while the Republicans may revel in inflicting suffering on working people and the oppressed, the Democrats put on a more kindly face and do the same thing. As Lenin captured it in his 1917 work, The State and Revolution, “To decide once every few years which member of the ruling class is to repress and crush the people through parliament—this is the real essence of bourgeois parliamentarism.”

This system of imperialism, the highest stage of capitalism, cannot be reformed. It cannot be pressured into being more peaceful or humane. Lenin’s Bolsheviks showed in leading the October Revolution of 1917 that it can and must be defeated through workers revolution. The Spartacist League stands for forging a working-class party like the Bolshevik Party to overturn, by socialist revolution, this rotting capitalist order. Thus we stand in implacable opposition to the dual parties of capitalism, as well as petty-bourgeois would-be reformers like the Green Party. Break with the Democrats—For a revolutionary workers party to fight for socialist revolution!

REFORMS FAIL

[
] Must address structural causes- reforms are derailed and clawed back.

MÉSZÁROS 2006 (ISTVÁN, Monthly Review, September, “The Structural Crisis of Politics)
I would like to begin with a brief survey of the very disquieting—indeed, I should say, of worldwide threatening—develop-ments in the field of politics and the law. In this respect I wish to under-line that it was no less than twenty-three years ago that I became personally acquainted in Paraiba, Brazil with the painful circumstances of explosive food riots. Twenty years later, at the time of President Lula’s electoral campaign, I read that he had announced that the most impor-tant part of his future strategy was his determination to put an end in the country to the grave social evil of famine. The two intervening decades from the time of those dramatic food riots in Paraiba were obvi-ously not sufficient to solve this chronic problem. And even today, I am told, the improvements are still very modest in Brazil. Moreover, the somber statistics of the United Nations constantly underline that the same problem persists, with devastating consequences, in many parts of the world. This is so despite the fact that the productive powers at the disposal of humankind today could relegate forever to the past the now totally unforgivable social failure of famine and malnutrition. 

It might be tempting to attribute these difficulties, as frequently hap-pens in traditional political discourse, to more or less easily corrigible political contingencies, postulating thereby the remedy through changes in personnel at the next suitable and strictly orderly electoral opportu-nity. But that would be a customary evasion and not a plausible expla-nation. For the stubborn persistence of the problems at stake, with all of their painful human consequences, point to much more deeply rooted connections. They indicate some apparently uncontrollable force of iner-tia which seems to be able to turn, with depressing frequency, even the “good intentions” of promising political manifestos into the paving stones of the road to hell, in Dante’s immortal words. In other words, the challenge is to face up to the underlying causes and structural deter-minations which tend to derail by the force of inertia many political pro-grams devised for corrective intervention. To derail them even when it is originally admitted by the authors of such programs that the existing state of affairs is unsustainable. 
AT: LINK TURNS

[
] The aff claim to eliminate military presence is laughable- the US never truly withdraws from a region- there is a plenty of “wiggle room” to circumvent the plan - our gigantic air bases throughout the region would remain, gigantic embassies, thousands of private military contractors, CIA agents and their drones, and various Special Operations units.

Engelhardt ’10 (Tom, Fellow of The Nation Institute, Teaching Fellow at the Graduate School of Journalism at the University of California, Berkeley, “Yes, We Could… Get Out!: Why we won’t leave Afghanistan or Iraq”, TomDispatch, April 26, http://www.zcommunications.org/yes-we-could-get-out-by-tom-engelhardt , Accessed 7/1/10 GAL)
Of course, there's a small problem here.  All evidence indicates that Washington doesn't want to withdraw -- not really, not from either region.  It has no interest in divesting itself of the global control-and-influence business, or of the military-power racket.  That's hardly surprising since we're talking about a great imperial power and control (or at least imagined control) over the planet's strategic oil lands.

And then there's another factor to consider: habit.  Over the decades, Washington has gotten used to staying. The U.S. has long been big on arriving, but not much for departure.  After all, 65 years later, striking numbers of American forces are still garrisoning the two major defeated nations of World War II, Germany and Japan.  We still have about three dozen military bases on the modest-sized Japanese island of Okinawa, and are at this very moment fighting tooth and nail, diplomatically speaking, not to be forced to abandon one of them.  The Korean War was suspended in an armistice 57 years ago and, again, striking numbers of American troops still garrison South Korea.

Similarly, to skip a few decades, after the Serbian air campaign of the late 1990s, the U.S. built-up the enormous Camp Bondsteel in Kosovo with its seven-mile perimeter, and we're still there.  After Gulf War I, the U.S. either built or built up military bases and other facilities in Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Qatar, Oman, and Bahrain in the Persian Gulf, as well as the British island of Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean.  And it's never stopped building up its facilities throughout the Gulf region.  In this sense, leaving Iraq, to the extent we do, is not quite as significant a matter as sometimes imagined, strategically speaking.  It's not as if the U.S. military were taking off for Dubuque.

A history of American withdrawal would prove a brief book indeed.  Other than Vietnam, the U.S. military withdrew from the Philippines under the pressure of "people power" (and a local volcano) in the early 1990s, and from Saudi Arabia, in part under the pressure of Osama bin Laden. In both countries, however, it has retained or regained a foothold in recent years.  President Ronald Reagan pulled American troops out of Lebanon after a devastating 1983 suicide truck bombing of a Marines barracks there, and the president of Ecuador, Rafael Correa, functionally expelled the U.S. from Manta Air Base in 2008 when he refused to renew its lease.  ("We'll renew the base on one condition: that they let us put a base in Miami -- an Ecuadorian base," he said slyly.)  And there were a few places like the island of Grenada, invaded in 1983, that simply mattered too little to Washington to stay. 

Unfortunately, whatever the administration, the urge to stay has seemed a constant.  It's evidently written into Washington's DNA and embedded deep in domestic politics where sure-to-come "cut and run" charges and blame for "losing" Iraq or Afghanistan would cow any administration.  Not surprisingly, when you look behind the main news stories in both Iraq and Afghanistan, you can see signs of the urge to stay everywhere. 

In Iraq, while President Obama has committed himself to the withdrawal of American troops by the end of 2011, plenty of wiggle room remains.  Already, the New York Times reports, General Ray Odierno, commander of U.S. forces in that country, is lobbying Washington to establish "an Office of Military Cooperation within the American Embassy in Baghdad to sustain the relationship after... Dec. 31, 2011."  ("We have to stay committed to this past 2011," Odierno is quoted as saying. "I believe the administration knows that. I believe that they have to do that in order to see this through to the end. It's important to recognize that just because U.S. soldiers leave, Iraq is not finished.") 

If you want a true gauge of American withdrawal, keep your eye on the mega-bases the Pentagon has built in Iraq since 2003, especially gigantic Balad Air Base (since the Iraqis will not, by the end of 2011, have a real air force of their own), and perhaps Camp Victory, the vast, ill-named U.S. base and command center abutting Baghdad International Airport on the outskirts of the capital.  Keep an eye as well on the 104-acre U.S. embassy built along the Tigris River in downtown Baghdad.  At present, it's the largest "embassy" on the planet and represents something new in "diplomacy," being essentially a military-base-cum-command-and-control-center for the region.  It is clearly going nowhere, withdrawal or not. 

In fact, recent reports indicate that in the near future "embassy" personnel, including police trainers, military officials connected to that Office of Coordination, spies, U.S. advisors attached to various Iraqi ministries, and the like, may be more than doubled from the present staggering staff level of 1,400 to 3,000 or above.  (The embassy, by the way, has requested $1,875 billion for its operations in fiscal year 2011, and that was assuming a staffing level of only 1,400.)  Realistically, as long as such an embassy remains at Ground Zero Iraq, we will not have withdrawn from that country.

Similarly, we have a giant U.S. embassy in Kabul (being expanded) and another mega-embassy being built in the Pakistani capital Islamabad.  These are not, rest assured, signs of departure.  Nor is the fact that in Afghanistan and Pakistan, everything war-connected seems to be surging, even if in ways often not noticed here.  President Obama's surge decision has been described largely in terms of those 30,000-odd extra troops he's sending in, not in terms of the shadow army of 30,000 or more extra private contractors taking on various military roles (and dying off the books in striking numbers); nor the extra contingent of CIA types and the escalating drone war they are overseeing in the Pakistani tribal borderlands; nor the quiet doubling of Special Operations units assigned to hunt down the Taliban leadership; nor the extra State department officials for the "civilian surge"; nor, for instance, the special $10 million "pool" of funds that up to 120 U.S. Special Operations forces, already in those borderlands training the paramilitary Pakistani Frontier Corps, may soon have available to spend "winning hearts and minds."


AT: LINK TURNS

[
]  Attempts to withdraw US military bases abroad will be quickly “overruled” in one way or another by the capitalist state.

Revolution Magazine ‘8 (Revolution #118, February 3, “Andrew Sullivan on Obama: The ‘Best Face’ for US Imperialism”, http://revcom.us/a/118/obama-en.html, Accessed 6/27/10  GAL  *Emphasis in Original)

Underlying Sullivan’s assertion that Obama’s candidacy (or anyone else’s) has “little to do with his policy proposals” is a deeper truth which is not acknowledged by Sullivan, although it drives the whole framework that he does acknowledge. The foundational thing here is that whoever is elected president of the United States presides over a system of capitalism-imperialism that has its own logic, and any president who tried to go against that would be “overruled” in one form or another quickly by the system. To take just one example: If someone got elected president and tried to withdraw U.S. military forces from all of the 130 countries with U.S. bases, this plan would be “overruled” in one form or another by the apparatus of the capitalist state (through “advice” from ruling class advisers, impeachment, “scandal,” or other forms). Why? Because the global domination of U.S. capital is projected and enforced by these military bases. That imperialist domination of the world, in turn, is key to the relative high standard of living and social stability within the U.S. If a president tried to shut down all the U.S. military bases around the world, that would be incompatible with, and cause severe disruption in the U.S. imperialist economy and in society.

Having clarified that this election “has little to do with [Obama’s] policy proposals,” and “even less to do with his ideological pedigree,” Sullivan gets to the argument for Obama, and in the course of doing so, entreats the reader into complicity with terrible crimes.

IMMEDIATE WITHDRAWAL GOOD
[
]  Advocacy of partial/phased withdrawal is a racism-tinged excuse to maintain US hegemonic imperialism.  We must demand nothing less than immediate withdrawal.

Jones ‘9 (Shane, “Obama’s Foreign Policy: Imperialism as Usual”, March 18, http://www.marxist.com/us-obama-foreign-policy-imperialism.htm, Accessed: 6/27/10   GAL)

A war is not fought in a vacuum. The class relations in Iraq are magnified intensely under the occupation.  It is one crushing weight on top of all of the others faced by the working people on a daily basis.  We must oppose the occupation and call for nothing less than an immediate withdrawal! 

It is entirely cynical, racist , and condescending of the U.S. ruling class to claim that the war and occupation have been positive and that immediate withdrawal would create a 'worse situation.' The ethnic conflict has been aggravated by the U.S., which claimed that the country would inevitably slide into civil war at the same time that polls showed Iraqis themselves, by a strong majority, 61 percent, did not believe there was a civil war. The corporate media continues to focus on cross-ethnic violence, despite there being widespread inter-ethnic violence of the same magnitude. On top of that, the most recent polls show that, along with 80 percent of Iraqis wanting the occupation to end, there is growing support for attacks on the "coalition forces." 

Why do they feel this way?  Aside from the violent horror of the war itself, the U.S. installed puppet government continues the use of anti-union laws, e.g. "Law 52," which forbids public workers from forming unions, inherited wholesale from the Saddam period. It has also been reported that the U.S. military has raided trade union offices and left them in ruin. The Iraqi government has frozen union bank accounts across the country. 

The only concern of Washington is to preserve American hegemony in the region, allowing the capitalist class of the U.S. to maintain their dominant economic position. It is hypocrisy when Obama says, "To the Iraqi people, let me be clear about America's intentions. The United States pursues no claim on your territory or your resources. We respect your sovereignty and the tremendous sacrifices you have made for your country." 

While there are many possibilities for further internal conflict in Iraq, the situation can only be worsened by the continued presence of the U.S. and other militaries. The working class, youth, and poor of Iraq have had enough.  While heavily hit by the devastation of the occupation, they have been resilient, particularly layers like the oil workers. Class solidarity calls for us to demand that the occupying force leave at once!  We have confidence that the Iraqi working class will play a leading role in transforming Iraqi society, just as we believe the same of the working class of every country on Earth.  There is no other force in society to trust in, and in turn, that means that we can place no trust in Obama or the Democratic Party. 
IMMEDIATE WITHDRAWAL GOOD
[
] The assumption that US presence is the only thing preventing the Iraqis from annihilating each other is racist, and another link.  Immediate withdrawal is the only defensible option.
Young 2/21/2007 (Kevin, Incite Magazine, “The Left’s Uneasiness Over Immediate Withdrawal from Iraq”, http://www.incitemagazine.org/iraq/YoungIraqWithdrawal210207.php, Accessed 7/1/10 GAL)
A Democracy-Based Approach 
As it turns out, then, two of the major arguments that progressives and leftists use to justify the U.S. occupation are irrelevant: the argument that “Iraq will be worse off if we withdraw” is groundless and the second argument, that we should pay reparations to Iraq, is perfectly compatible with the call for immediate military withdrawal. In particular, proposals for “phased withdrawal” as opposed to immediate withdrawal lose credibility. The only logical conclusion is that continued occupation beyond the time required to safely withdraw U.S. forces is morally indefensible. 

 

Whatever their political stripes, most of the politicians and commentators in the U.S. who support the occupation share several assumptions: first, that the U.S. occupation actually seeks to foster democracy; second, that the U.S. knows what is best for Iraqis; and third, that Iraqis will annihilate each other if left unsupervised. These assumptions—of noble intentions on the part of the invading force and of a childlike incapacity for self-governance on the part of the invaded—reflect U.S. exceptionalism as well as a thinly-veiled racism, both of which are widespread among political elites in this country. But perhaps these assumptions also influence the thinking of those of us who call ourselves progressives. To continue supporting the occupation while knowing that an overwhelming majority of the Iraqi people oppose it certainly calls into question our conception of ourselves as progressives committed to liberal democratic values. Many of us are quick to condemn past military occupations that have been carried out against the wishes of populations in countries like Cuba, the Philippines, and Vietnam. But how do we so-called “progressives” react when confronted with a similar situation in the present? 

IMMEDIATE WITHDRAWAL GOOD

[
]  Immediate withdrawal is best- endless predictions of chaos and bloodshed were also made before the US withdrawal from Vietnam, and none came true.  
Engelhardt ’10 (Tom, Fellow of The Nation Institute, Teaching Fellow at the Graduate School of Journalism at the University of California, Berkeley, “Yes, We Could… Get Out!: Why we won’t leave Afghanistan or Iraq”, TomDispatch, April 26, http://www.zcommunications.org/yes-we-could-get-out-by-tom-engelhardt , Accessed 7/1/10 GAL)
Have you noticed, by the way, that there's always some obstacle in the path of withdrawal?  Right now, in Iraq, it's the aftermath of the March 7th election, hailed as proof that we brought democracy to the Middle East and so, whatever our missteps, did the right thing.  As it happens, the election, as many predicted at the time, has led to a potentially explosive gridlock and has yet to come close to resulting in a new governing coalition.  With violence on the rise, we're told, the planned drawdown of American troops to the 50,000 level by August is imperiled.  Already, the process, despite repeated assurances, seems to be proceeding slowly.

And yet, the thought that an American withdrawal should be held hostage to events among Iraqis all these years later, seems curious.  There's always some reason to hesitate -- and it never has to do with us.  Withdrawal would undoubtedly be far less of a brain-twister if Washington simply committed itself wholeheartedly to getting out, and if it stopped convincing itself that the presence of the U.S. military in distant lands was essential to a better world (and, of course, to a controlling position on planet Earth).

The annals of history are well stocked with countries which invaded and occupied other lands and then left, often ingloriously and under intense pressure.  But they did it.

It's worth remembering that, in 1975, when the South Vietnamese Army collapsed and we essentially fled the country, we abandoned staggering amounts of equipment there.  Helicopters were pushed over the sides of aircraft carriers to make space; barrels of money were burned at the U.S. Embassy in Saigon; military bases as large as anything we've built in Iraq or Afghanistan fell into North Vietnamese hands; and South Vietnamese allies were deserted in the panic of the moment.  Nonetheless, when there was no choice, we got out.  Not elegantly, not nicely, not thoughtfully, not helpfully, but out.

Keep in mind that, then too, disaster was predicted for the planet, should we withdraw precipitously -- including rolling communist takeovers of country after country, the loss of "credibility" for the American superpower, and a murderous bloodbath in Vietnam itself.  All were not only predicted by Washington's Cassandras, but endlessly cited in the war years as reasons not to leave. And yet here was the shock that somehow never registered among all the so-called lessons of Vietnam: nothing of that sort happened afterwards.

Today, Vietnam is a reasonably prosperous land with friendly relations with its former enemy, the United States.  After Vietnam, no other "dominos" fell and there was no bloodbath in that country.  Of course, it could have been different -- and elsewhere, sometimes, it has been.  But even when local skies darken, the world doesn't end.

And here's the truth of the matter: the world won't end, not in Iraq, not in Afghanistan, not in the United States, if we end our wars and withdraw.  The sky won't fall, even if the U.S. gets out reasonably quickly, even if subsequently blood is spilled and things don't go well in either country.

We got our troops there remarkably quickly.  We're quite capable of removing them at a similar pace.  We could, that is, leave.  There are, undoubtedly, better and worse ways of doing this, ways that would further penalize the societies we've invaded, and ways that might be of some use to them, but either way we could go.

IMMEDIATE WITHDRAWAL GOOD

[
]  Predictions fail- there is always a potential threat which can be used as an excuse to delay withdrawal, but the belief that our presence can improve things is imperial narcissism.

Engelhardt ’10 (Tom, Fellow of The Nation Institute, Teaching Fellow at the Graduate School of Journalism at the University of California, Berkeley, “Premature Withdrawal: Washington’s Cult of Narcissism and Iraq”, TomDispatch, 3/11, http://www.zcommunications.org/premature-withdrawal-by-tom-engelhardt,  Accessed 7/1/10 GAL)

Talk about blaming the victim.  An uninvited guest breaks into a lousy dinner party, sweeps the already meager meal off the table, smashes the patched-together silverware, busts up the rickety furniture, and then insists on staying ad infinitum because the place is such a mess that someone responsible has to oversee the clean-up process. 

What's remained in all this, remarkably enough, is our confidence in ourselves, our admiration for us, our -- well, why not say it? -- narcissism.  Nothing we've done so far stops us from staring into that pool and being struck by what a kindly, helpful face stares back at us.  Think of those gathering officials, pundits, journalists, and military figures seemingly eager to imagine the worst and so put the brakes on a full-scale American withdrawal as the Sally Fields of foreign policy.  ("I can't deny the fact that you like me, right now, you like me!")

When you have an administration that has made backpedaling its modus operandi, this rising chorus in Washington and perhaps among the military in Iraq could prove formidable in an election year (here, not there).  What, of course, makes their arguments particularly potent is the fact that they base them almost entirely on things that have yet to happen, that may, in fact, never happen.  After all, humans have such a lousy track record as predictors of the future.  History regularly surprises us, and yet their dismal tune about that future turns out to be an effective cudgel with which to beat those in favor of getting all U.S. troops out by the end of 2011. 

Few remember anymore, but we went through a version of this 40 years ago in Vietnam.  There, too, Americans were repeatedly told that the U.S. couldn't withdraw because, if we left, the enemy would launch a "bloodbath" in South Vietnam.  This future bloodbath of the imagination appeared in innumerable official speeches and accounts.  It became so real that sometimes it seemed to put the actual, ongoing bloodbath in Vietnam in the shade, and for years it provided a winning explanation for why any departure would have to be interminably and indefinitely delayed.  The only problem was: When the last American took that last helicopter out, the bloodbath didn't happen. 

In Iraq, only one thing is really known: after our invasion and with U.S. and allied troops occupying the country in significant numbers, the Iraqis did descend into the charnel house of history, into a monumental bloodbath.  It happened in our presence, on our watch, and in significant part thanks to us. 

But why should the historical record -- the only thing we can, in part, rely on -- be taken into account when our pundits and strategists have such privileged access to an otherwise unknown future?  In the year to come, based on what we're seeing now, such arguments may intensify.  Terrible prophesies about Iraq's future without us may multiply.  And make no mistake, terrible things could indeed happen in Iraq.  They could happen while we are there.  They could happen with us gone.  But history delivers its surprises more regularly than we imagine -- even in Iraq. 

In the meantime, it's worth keeping in mind that not even Americans can occupy the future.  It belongs to no one. 
IMMEDIATE WITHDRAWAL GOOD

[
]  Immediate withdrawal is best- the argument that there will be more violence if we leave too quick is an assertion with no supporting evidence.  Prolonging the occupation only generates more violence.
Young 2/21/2007 (Kevin, Incite Magazine, “The Left’s Uneasiness Over Immediate Withdrawal from Iraq”, http://www.incitemagazine.org/iraq/YoungIraqWithdrawal210207.php, Accessed 7/1/10 GAL)
“There will be more violence if we leave”

 This argument may seem reassuring to U.S. citizens concerned about their government’s actions in Iraq, but there is little evidence to support it. Even Western media outlets have reported escalating levels of violence and death over the second half of 2006. Estimates of Iraqi civilian deaths alone for September and October 2006 are over 3,000 for each month, with a U.N. estimate of 6,376 for November and December. In mid-January, the U.N. released a report tallying 34,452 civilian deaths during 2006 (a figure that has been criticized as too low for not including unregistered deaths).1 But beyond unverifiable casualty estimates, the level of violence has clearly accelerated since mid-2006. Moreover, sectarian divisions have deepened significantly. Throughout Iraq, the U.S. invasion and occupation have accentuated sectarian divisions rather than uniting Iraqis, as most knowledgeable observers now agree.2    

 

Not surprisingly, U.S. conduct during the occupation has drawn numerous comparisons to that of Saddam Hussein. In fact, in many ways the U.S.-led forces and the nascent Iraqi government have simply replaced Saddam, installing new officials but maintaining similar policies. In the 2004 assault on Fallujah, U.S. forces used an internationally-banned chemical weapon (white phosphorus) to fight the insurgency there, producing in the words of one Iraqi “a grim reminder of Saddam Hussein’s gassing of the Kurds in 1988.”3 Abu Ghraib, now famous for the torture carried out there by U.S. soldiers, was equally notorious under Saddam’s regime as the site of some of the dictator’s most vicious crimes.4 In late 2005 Kenneth Roth of Human Rights Watch stated that torture under the occupation forces had been adopted and used “as a matter of official policy,” citing the Bush administration’s official encouragement of “‘cruel, inhuman, and degrading treatment,’ as long as the victim is a non-American held outside the US.”5 In fall 2006, U.N. legal expert Manfred Nowak said that “The situation is so bad” in Iraq that “many people say it is worse than it has been in the times of Saddam Hussein.”6  

 

But most importantly, Iraqis are overwhelmingly opposed to the U.S. presence in their country. A secret poll conducted for the British Ministry of Defense in August 2005 found that 82 percent of Iraqis are “strongly opposed” to the occupation, and “less than one per cent of the population believes coalition forces are responsible for any improvement in security.”7 A year later, in September 2006, the Maryland-based Program on International Policy Attitudes found that 78 percent of Iraqis believe that the U.S. military occupation “is provoking more conflict than it is preventing.” The same poll found that 71 percent of Iraqis want the full withdrawal of U.S. military forces by mid-2007. Furthermore, increasing numbers of Iraqis state that they support the opposition’s attacks against U.S. forces—61 percent compared with 47 percent in January 2006.8 In many cases Iraqis who did not previously support sectarian leaders started doing so when those leaders began attacking U.S. forces. One survey of Shiites found that support for Shiite cleric Moqtada al-Sadr rose from 1 percent to 68 percent when al-Sadr began actively fighting the U.S. military.9 
 

In truth, no one knows precisely what will happen when the U.S. withdraws. An immediate withdrawal could bring hardship for many Iraqis in the short-term. But as historian Howard Zinn argued in 2004, “We face a choice between the certainty of mayhem if we stay, and the uncertainty of what will follow if we leave.”10 What is clear from recent statistics and polls in Iraq is that (1) the U.S. presence is generating more violence than it is preventing, and that (2) the Iraqis whom we are supposed to be helping overwhelmingly oppose the occupation. In light of these two facts, any moral justification for remaining in Iraq quickly dissolves. If we genuinely value peoples’ right to self-determination, then we must obey Iraqis’ wishes and withdraw immediately. A “phased” withdrawal would be senseless, and would only prolong current patterns of violence while leaving the remaining U.S. soldiers more vulnerable. The near future may not be pretty for Iraqis, but as Zinn says, immediate withdrawal “gives the Iraqi people a chance. Continued US occupation gives them no chance.”11 
IMMEDIATE WITHDRAWAL – AT: RESPONSIBILITY TO REBUILD

[
] US attempts at reconstruction only direct money to unaccountable private corporations and corrupt Iraqi officials.  The US may have an obligation to make reparations, but it has no right to direct the process of rebuilding.
Young 2/21/2007 (Kevin, Incite Magazine, “The Left’s Uneasiness Over Immediate Withdrawal from Iraq”, http://www.incitemagazine.org/iraq/YoungIraqWithdrawal210207.php, Accessed 7/1/10 GAL)
“We need to help rebuild Iraq”
 The U.S. has clearly failed to prevent violence and improve living conditions in Iraq. But in addition to inciting further conflict and encouraging terrorism, the U.S. has ignored the basic needs of the Iraqi population. In mid-2005 U.S. journalist Dahr Jamail published a lengthy analysis of Iraqi hospitals under the U.S. occupation, reporting the “abject failure of the U.S. to carry out even minimal humanitarian duties as occupying power.”12 
 

The fact is that “reconstruction” has been going on since 2003. But most of the money that the U.S. government has allocated for it has gone to corrupt private corporations with little or no accountability to either Iraqis or to U.S. taxpayers. As a result, executives and employees from Halliburton, Bechtel, and other Western corporations, in addition to corrupt Iraqi officials, have stolen billions of dollars in taxpayer funds and Iraqi resources while accomplishing much less than their contracts stipulate. To put things in perspective, experts have estimated that the entire Iraqi public health system could be rebuilt for only $1.7 billion—a small fraction of the money already doled out to unaccountable corporations and, incidentally, the financial cost of eight days of the U.S.-led occupation.13 
 

Contrary to what many opponents of withdrawal say, most of those who are advocating immediate withdrawal fully agree that the U.S. should pay reparations to Iraq. One unsuccessful House bill that proposed immediate withdrawal (Jim McGovern’s H.R. 4232) sought to cut off funds for military operations, but did not seek to prohibit all funding for Iraq; it made exceptions for money spent to safely withdraw U.S. troops, to provide “financial assistance or equipment to Iraqi security forces and international forces,” and to fund “social and economic reconstruction activities in Iraq.”14 The recently-introduced H.R. 508 makes similar stipulations, as does Dennis Kucinich’s 12-point withdrawal plan.
 

Although the United States obviously has obligations to rebuild, it has no moral authority in Iraq, and no right to play any leadership role in deciding the future fate of the country and its people. Any funds contributed by the U.S. must be given free of any sort of conditionality or specifications on the part of the U.S. government as to how those funds are used. To prevent corrupt Iraqi officials and businessmen from misusing the funds, international auditing or supervision would likely be necessary for money given directly to the Iraqi government. Perhaps the best way to allocate reparations would be on the grassroots level; that is, the U.S. should relinquish all funding, which will then be distributed under international auspices to Iraqi villages, local councils, and community organizations.15 At home, the U.S. government should drastically increase its allocations for veterans’ health care, which could cost over $600 billion over the next 40 years.  

ALT SOLVES/REFORMS FAIL

[
] Reforms fail- the only way to defeat imperialism is new, bottom-up forms of social organization.  It’s try or die for the negative, failure to replace the existing order will result in global fascism.
Herod 2001 (James, “A Stake, Not a Mistake: On Not Seeing the Enemy”, October, http://www.jamesherod.info/index.php?sec=paper&id=9  Accessed 6/27/10  GAL)
      How many centuries of mass murder does it take to prove that ruling classes dependent on and devoted to a system based on profit are impervious to moral appeal, and are beyond redemption, certainly as long as they have any power left to continue killing? Moral appeals are useless against such people. Were moral appeals enough to defeat the Nazis, and German and Italian Fascism? Didn't we have to fight them? Similarly with our current war-mongers and empire builders, with American Fascism, if you will. They must be faced with real opposition, although not necessarily military opposition, which actually is not even an option for us, given that it is so impossible for poor people to acquire the weapons. It is thus ineffective to even think about fighting a war in traditional terms, as this is not a possible, nor a winning, strategy. All the same, the rulers' power to exploit, oppress, murder, and wage war must be destroyed. We need to come up with a strategy for doing this. It certainly cannot be done merely by taking to the streets, holding candlelight vigils, or exposing their hypocrisy. The war must be fought, to be sure, but fought in new ways, ways that are within our means and that can lead to victory. 

The urgent need to reassemble ourselves to take power away from criminals. 

      I believe that there is a way to defeat this global ruling class, but it means that we have to reassemble ourselves socially on a massive scale. We have to gather ourselves together in directly democratic, face-to-face deliberative assemblies at work, at home, and in our neighborhoods. This would give us a foundation from which to begin draining power and wealth away from the ruling class. Without these social forms, we are necessarily restricted to all the various forms of reformism, restricted to trying to work through NGOs or state and national governments, to changing ruling class behavior, to making moral appeals, or to seeking to get or reverse certain legislation. But by reorganizing ourselves into a multitude of small, decentralized, directly democratic, face-to-face, local assemblies, coalesced together into inter-regional associations by means of voluntary treaties, we can begin to take back control of our lives and communities, and get the ruling class off our backs. 

      I have sketched out this strategy in my essay Getting Free [14], and have discussed there in some detail its various implications. As long as the world is organized on the basis of governments and corporations, nations and profit, there will never be peace, justice, freedom, or democracy. Our task is nothing less than to get rid of the social order we live in, and to create another one to take its place. If we fail to do this now, we will shortly find ourselves living in a full-fledged world fascist empire a thousand times more powerful and sophisticated than the Nazis ever could have been, and from which it will be next to impossible to escape. 
ALT SOLVES

[
]  Freeing ourselves from the paternalist ideology of imperialism is the first step to liberating the Iraqis.
Ira Chernus (Professor of religious studies and University of Colorado Boulder). 5-9-2003. “Ideology is Key to Corporate Imperialism in Iraq”, Common Dreams. http://www.commondreams.org/views03/0509-06.htm
Not all the pundits put so much faith in tough love as a parenting style. But in papers like the New York Times, Los Angeles Times, and Washington Post, nearly all share Friedman's view of the basic situation in Iraq: the U.S. is a beacon of moral purity, scouring the mess and bringing order out of chaos. Neither liberals nor conservatives ever suggests that the U.S. attack created the chaos. They all assume that Iraq fell into chaos because the natives there are too politically immature to govern themselves. We must teach them how to live in a civilized political and social order.  Across the mainstream political spectrum, the U.S. is seen as a well-meaning parent challenged by an unruly child. Good Iraqis will behave like good children, we are told. They will cooperate with the wise grown-ups and follow their instructions. As the good Iraqis grow up, they can gradually take more responsibility for controlling their own lives. Bad Iraqis will refuse to behave. Naturally, they will have to be punished.  Like all parents, the U.S. pundits and editorialists discuss the finer points of tactics: When and how should you let the children have a say in decisions about their lives? When do you use positive reinforcements, and when negative consequences? When is punishment called for? What form should it take?  Unlike most parents, though, our "experts" are not primarily concerned about the well-being of the Iraqi "children." When liberals complain about the Bush administration's corporate scam, few say it's outright wrong. Their concern is almost always the public image of the U.S. The critics warn that such crude greed is unseemly and embarrassing. They treat the Bush administration like an overbearing bullying parent, who lives in a house with big windows and no curtains. "What will the neighbors think," they ask. How can we create world order if other nations don't trust us to be wise loving parents? The liberals also fear retaliation from other nations, whose corporations are rudely cut out of the action. If you want an enduring empire, you need partners to help you, they warn the right-wing unilateralists. But liberals understand that this scramble for windfall profit is just how capitalism works. For them, it's the system that made America great. And they are as sure as conservatives that the U.S. wants to be a wise loving parent, doing the right thing.  The American corporate empire depends on this whole condescending, paternalistic ideology, viewing the U.S. as the force of order and people of color as inherently disordered. It's the way white people in America have been talking about "the natives" for the last four centuries. The American public tolerates the corporate scam because they take this ideology as unquestioned truth. They have never heard anything else. As long as it goes unquestioned, the corporate empire is free to spread as far as its guns and bombs will take it. If the ideology begins to falter, though, the empire can not long endure.  If we really want the Iraqis to be liberated, we will have to free them from more than Bechtel, Haliburton, and Starbucks. We will have to free them from the ideology that creates and justifies imperialism. First, of course, we will have to free ourselves.

IRAQ- NO SOLVENCY- TROOPS RELABELED/CIRCUMVENTION

[
]  Troops will be re-labeled so that combat troops will be counted in training or support categories.
Bennis 2009 (Phyllis Bennis  a fellow of both TNI and the Institute for Policy Studies “Obama To Announce Iraq Troop Withdrawal” Accessed: July 01 http://www.zcommunications.org/obama-to-announce-iraq-troop-withdrawal-by-phyllis-bennis February 27, 2009)

And if this plan were actually a first step towards the clear and unequivocal goal of a complete end to the U.S. occupation of Iraq, it would be better than good, it would be fabulous.  That would mean defining this withdrawal as the first step towards a complete withdrawal of all troops, pulling out of all the 150,000+ U.S.-paid foreign mercenaries and contractors, closing all the U.S. military bases, and ending U.S. efforts to control Iraqi oil.  

 But.  So far that is not on Obama's agenda.  And there are way too many potholes in the road ahead for us to unequivocally embrace this plan - and certainly too many for us to even consider giving up the urgent need for popular mobilization demanding a real end to the U.S. occupation of Iraq.

 "COMBAT" TROOPS

The problems start with the partial nature of the troop withdrawal.  It leaves behind - officially - as many as 50,000 U.S. troops still occupying Iraq.  That's an awful lot of soldiers.  Even Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi thinks that may be too much.  She told Rachel Maddow "I don't know what the justification is for 50,000, at the present …I would think a third of that, maybe 20,000, a little more than a third, 15,000 or 20,000."

Those troops won't include officially-designated "combat" troops (though can you imagine any U.S. soldier in Iraq who doesn't think she or he is facing the trauma of combat on a daily basis??).  But those tens of thousands of troops will remain in Iraq. According to General Ray Odierno, U.S. commander in Iraq, U.S. strategy "will require a significant number of troops to train the Iraqi military, conduct targeted counterterrorism operations and protect American personnel and assets."  Other officials speak of the plan to leave behind "intelligence and surveillance specialists and their equipment, including unmanned aircraft."  And that's just the part that they're making public.

There's also another problem. That huge contingent of "non-combat" troops that is left behind after the pull-out of official combat troops might actually include a whole bunch of combat troops.  How?  Well, the New York Times spelled it out last Dec. 4: "Pentagon planners say that it is possible that Mr. Obama's goal [of pulling out combat troops] could be accomplished at least in part by re-labeling some units, so that those currently counted as combat troops could be 're-missioned,' their efforts redefined as training and support for the Iraqis."  They would do what combat troops do, they would walk and talk and bomb and shoot like combat troops.  But they wouldn't be called combat troops, so they could stay in Iraq.
NO SOLVENCY- TROOPS RELABELED/CIRCUMVENTION
[
]  “Troops” will be reassigned to training and support missions, but effectively stay in combat roles- administration and Pentagon officials agree.  
Van Auken ‘9 (Bill, former US presidential candidate for the Socialist Equality party, “Obama’s Iraq withdrawal plan sets stage for continued war”, Global Research, June 26, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=12464 Accessed 6/27/10   GAL)

In his first address to a joint session of Congress Tuesday night, President Barack Obama promised that he would "soon announce a way forward in Iraq that leaves Iraq to its people and responsibly ends this war."

The US president offered no details about his plan. Subsequent leaks from within the administration and the Pentagon, however, have made it clear that, as with so much of his high-flown but ambiguous rhetoric, the vagueness was deliberately crafted to mask a lie—or in this case, two lies.

Obama's plan will neither end the war nor "leave Iraq to its people."

Vice President Joseph Biden indicated Wednesday that Obama would issue a formal announcement on Friday. There are reports that he will travel to the Marine Corps' Camp Lejeune or the Army's Fort Bragg, both in North Carolina, to unveil the plan.

According to unnamed administration officials and senior military officers quoted in various media reports Wednesday, the Obama plan calls for withdrawing all US "combat troops" in 19 months, with the last of them out of Iraq in August 2010.

"Combat troops" is for the military a term of art. Citing two unnamed administration officials, the Associated Press reported: "The US military would leave behind a residual force, between 30,000 and 50,000 troops, to continue advising and training Iraqi security forces. Also staying beyond the 19 months would be intelligence and surveillance specialists and their equipment, including unmanned aircraft."

Moreover, it appears that "combat troops" may remain in Iraq with the Pentagon merely changing their designation to support units. The New York Times quoted military officials as saying that "they did not know how many combat troops would stay behind in new missions as trainers, advisers or counterterrorism forces, at least some of whom would still be effectively in combat roles."

The Times continued: "Military planners have said that in order to meet withdrawal deadlines, they would reassign some combat troops to training and support of the Iraqis, even though the troops would still be armed and go on combat patrols with their Iraqi counterparts."

The Los Angeles Times quoted a senior military officer who seemed to suggest that the withdrawal timetable was really of secondary importance.

"The thing I would pay attention to is what will remain," said the officer. "The key decision for the president is: what is that force and what specific duties does it have?"
The officer added, "When President Obama said we were going to get out within 16 months, some people heard ‘get out' and everyone's gone. But that is not going to happen."

The time frame for even the limited withdrawal is three months longer than the 16 months that Obama promised during the 2008 campaign, an apparent concession to opposition from Defense Secretary Robert Gates; Gen. David Petraeus, the Central Command chief; and Gen. Ray Odierno, the senior commander in Iraq, who sought to keep a large force longer in Iraq.

All three of these figures were placed in their positions by the Bush administration and are identified with the military "surge" that saw a US military escalation in Iraq and an increase of troop levels by 30,000, beginning in 2007.

NO SOLVENCY- TROOPS RELABELED/CIRCUMVENTION

[
]  Troops will be relabeled and thousands will be left in Iraq- Statements from Gates, Odierno, and a Biden gaffe prove.
Engelhardt ’10 (Tom, Fellow of The Nation Institute, Teaching Fellow at the Graduate School of Journalism at the University of California, Berkeley, “Premature Withdrawal: Washington’s Cult of Narcissism and Iraq”, TomDispatch, 3/11, http://www.zcommunications.org/premature-withdrawal-by-tom-engelhardt,  Accessed 7/1/10 GAL)

Such predictions are now dribbling out of the world of punditry and into the world of news reporting where the future threatens to become fact long before it makes it onto the scene.  Already it's reported that the anxious U.S. commander in Iraq, General Ray Odierno, "citing the prospects for political instability and increased violence," is talking about "plan B's" to delay the agreed upon withdrawal of all "combat troops" from the country this August.  He has, Ricks reported on Foreign Policy's website, officially requested that a combat brigade remain in or near the troubled northern city of Kirkuk after the deadline.
As 2009 ended, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates was suggesting that new negotiations might extend the U.S. position into the post-2011 years.  ("I wouldn't be a bit surprised to see agreements between ourselves and the Iraqis that continue a train, equip, and advise role beyond the end of 2011.")  Centcom commander General David Petraeus agrees.  More recently, Gates added that a "pretty considerable deterioration" in the country's security situation might lead to a delay in withdrawal plans (and Iraqi Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki has agreed that this is a possibility). Vice President Joe Biden is already talking about re-labeling "combat troops" not sent home in August because, as he put it in an interview with Helene Cooper and Mark Landler of the New York Times, "we're not leaving behind cooks and quartermasters."  The bulk of the troops remaining, he insisted, "will still be guys who can shoot straight and go get bad guys."
IRAQ- NO SOLVENCY- “VISITING FORCES”/CIRCUMVENTION

[
] The US will not give up its bases in Iraq- they will just negotiate a visiting forces agreement to gain unrestricted access, Phillipines empirically proves.
Jamail ’10 (Dahr, “Operation Enduring Occupation”, Truthout, 3/21, http://www.zcommunications.org/operation-enduring-occupation-by-dahr-jamail, Accessed 7/1/10 GAL)

Plain Speak

The 2008 National Defense Strategy reads:

"US interests include protecting the nation and our allies from attack or coercion, promoting international security to reduce conflict and foster economic growth, and securing the global commons and with them access to world markets and resources. To pursue these interests, the US has developed military capabilities and alliances and coalitions, participated in and supported international security and economic institutions, used diplomacy and soft power to shape the behavior of individual states and the international system, and using force when necessary. These tools help inform the strategic framework with which the United States plans for the future, and help us achieve our ends."

It adds:

"... Our forces will be strong enough to dissuade potential adversaries from pursuing a military build-up in hopes of surpassing or equaling the power of the US. To accomplish this, the US will require bases and stations within and beyond western Europe and Northeast Asia."

In light of such clear objectives, it is highly unlikely that the US government will allow a truly sovereign Iraq, unfettered by US troops either within its borders or monitoring it from abroad, anytime soon.

The Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) between the Iraqi and US governments indicate an ongoing US presence past both the August 2010 deadline to remove all combat troops, and the 2011 deadline to remove the remaining troops.

According to all variations of the SOFA the US uses to provide a legal mandate for it's nearly 1,000 bases across the planet, technically, no US base in any foreign country is "permanent." Thus, the US bases in Japan, South Korea and Germany that have existed for decades are not "permanent." Technically.

Most analysts agree that the US plans to maintain at least five "enduring" bases in Iraq.

Noted US writer, linguist and political analyst Noam Chomsky, said, "Bases [abroad] are the empire. They are the point of projection of power and expansion of power."

Chalmers Johnson, author and professor emeritus of UC San Diego commented, "In a symbolic sense [bases] are a way of showing that America stands there watching."

Longtime defense analyst from George Washington University, Gordon Adams, told The Associated Press that in the broader context of reinforcing US presence in the oil-rich Middle East, bases in Iraq are preferable to aircraft carriers in the Persian Gulf. "Carriers don't have the punch. There's a huge advantage to land-based infrastructure. At the level of strategy it makes total sense to have Iraq bases."

According to Professor Zoltan Grossman of The Evergreen State College, who has been researching military bases and participating in the global network against foreign bases for several years, the US has no intention of releasing control of its bases in Iraq. The Pentagon, he believes, has many old tricks to mask a military presence and armed pressure.

In an interview with Truthout he observed:

"Since the Gulf War, the US has not just been building the bases to wage wars, but has been waging wars to leave behind the bases. The effect has been to create a new US military sphere of influence wedged in the strategic region between the E.U., Russia and China. The Pentagon has not been building these sprawling, permanent bases just to hand them over to client governments."

Grossman's prediction for Iraq:

"Look for a Visiting Forces Agreement - of the kind negotiated with the Philippines - that allows supposedly 'visiting' US forces unrestricted access to its former bases. Similarly, constant joint military exercises can keep US troops continually visible and intimidating to Iraqis. Even after 2011, nothing in the Iraq Status of Forces Agreement prevents US bombers (stationed in Kuwait and elsewhere) from attacking Iraqi targets whenever they want, just as they did between 1991 and 2003. Nothing prevents the type of missile or Special Forces attacks like we're seeing in Pakistan, Yemen and Somalia. Nothing prevents CIA or contractors from participating in Iraqi missions or intelligence operations."

IRAQ- NO SOLVENCY- “GRAY LANGUAGE”/CIRCUMVENTION

[
]  Loopholes and gray language in the SOFA allow the plan to be circumvented via continued violations of airspace, re-missioning of combat troops, and US will lease former bases from the Iraqi government.
Jamail ’10 (Dahr, “Operation Enduring Occupation”, Truthout, 3/21, http://www.zcommunications.org/operation-enduring-occupation-by-dahr-jamail, Accessed 7/1/10 GAL)

Adding credence to this, we have Article 6 of the US/Iraqi SOFA discussing "agreed facilities," Article 27 mentions "mutually agreed ... military measures" after 2011 and Article 28 talks of a scenario where Iraq is able to "request" US security in the International Zone (Green Zone.)
Gray Language

Chapter six of the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review Report stated:

"In February 2009, President Obama outlined the planned drawdown of US forces in Iraq to 50,000 troops and the change in mission by August 31, 2010. By this time, US forces will have completed the transition from combat and counterinsurgency to a more limited mission set focused on training and assisting the Iraqi Security Forces ($2 billion has already been set aside for this for FY2011); providing force protection for US military and civilian personnel and facilities; and conducting targeted counterterrorism operations and supporting US civilian agencies and international organizations in their capacity-building efforts."

The report further clarifies that US troop drawdowns "will occur in accordance" with the SOFA, but that "the pace of the drawdown takes into consideration Iraq's improved, yet fragile, security gains" and "provides US commanders sufficient flexibility to assist the Iraqis with emerging challenges."

On May 15, 2006, Gen. John Abizaid, overseeing US military operations in Iraq at the time, said, "The United States may want to keep a long-term military presence in Iraq to bolster moderates against extremists in the region and protect the flow of oil."

On March 12, 2010, Maj. Gen. Tony Cucolo, the commander of US troops in Northern Iraq, told reporters during a conference call that it might be necessary to keep combat troops involved in the security mechanism that maintains peace between Iraqi national and Kurdish regional forces beyond the August deadline.

The National Security Strategy for US Missions abroad proposes to "Ignite a new era of global economic growth through free markets and free trade and pressing for open markets, financial stability, and deeper integration of the world economy." This fits perfectly with the policy outlined by the Quadrennial Defense Review Report, which says there is a stated ability for the US military to fight "multiple overlapping wars" and to "ensure that all major and emerging powers are integrated as constructive actors and stakeholders into the international system."

Such gray language and loopholes in policy documents have been common since the US invaded Iraq seven years ago. This has not changed with the SOFA.

"The likelihood of the US planning to keep troops in Iraq after December 31, 2011 has to be measured in the context of the history of US violations of other countries' sovereign territory, airspace, etc.," Phyllis Bennis, director of the New Internationalism Project with the Institute for Policy Studies in Washington, DC, explained to Truthout. "At the moment, this is perhaps most obvious in Pakistan - where the US has been routinely attacking alleged Taliban or al Qaeda supporters with both air and [limited] ground troops in Pakistani territory despite the stated opposition of the Pakistani government which is nominally allied to the US."

"The early public discussions of 're-missioning' combat troops, changing their official assignment from combat to 'training' or 'assistance,' thus allowing them to remain in Iraq after the August 2010 deadline for all combat troops to be removed from the country, provides the model for how such sleight of language will occur," Bennis said, adding, "It may or may not be linked to a future 'need' for US troops to remain to protect the increasing numbers of US government civilians assigned to Iraq as the official number of troops decreases."

Bennis explained that the language of the SOFA is grounded in the claim that Iraq is a sovereign nation and that the government of Iraq is choosing freely to partner with the US government. But the reality, according to Bennis, is that the SOFA was negotiated and signed while Iraq was (and continues to be today) a country occupied and controlled by the United States. Its government is and was at the time of the SOFA's signing dependent on the US for support.

In Article 27 of the SOFA, the text stated, "in the event of any external or internal threat or aggression against Iraq that would violate its sovereignty, political independence, or territorial integrity, waters, airspace, its democratic system or its elected institutions, and upon request by the Government of Iraq, the Parties shall immediately initiate strategic deliberations and, as may be mutually agreed, the United States shall take appropriate measures, including diplomatic, economic, or military measures, or any other measure, to deter such a threat."

While the agreement is ostensibly binding only for three years, Article 30 permits amendments to the SOFA, which could, of course, include extending its timeframe - and with the Iraqi government still qualitatively dependent on US support, this appears likely. The same is true for Article 28, which states, "The Government of Iraq may request from the United States Forces limited and temporary support for the Iraqi authorities in the mission of security for the Green Zone."

She concluded:

"There is no question that the US has wanted for many years to establish and maintain military bases in Iraq, whether or not they are officially designated as "permanent." I do not believe the Pentagon is prepared to hand them all over to Iraq, despite the language in the agreement mandating exactly that. Instead, I think the formal arrangement following expiration of the current SOFA may be through some sort of officially "bilateral" agreement between Washington and Baghdad, allowing for the US to "rent" or "lease" or "borrow" the bases from an allegedly "sovereign" government in Iraq on a long-term basis. The likelihood of this increases with the growing number of statements from US military and political officials hinting broadly at the possibility of a long-term presence of US troops in Iraq after December 31, 2011, "if the sovereign government of Iraq should request such an idea..."

IRAQ- NO SOLVENCY- EMBASSY/AIR BASES/CIRCUMVENTION

[
]  The US will maintain presence at Balad air base and the largest embassy on the planet.

Jamail ’10 (Dahr, “Operation Enduring Occupation”, Truthout, 3/21, http://www.zcommunications.org/operation-enduring-occupation-by-dahr-jamail, Accessed 7/1/10 GAL)

Faculty Director of the Undergraduate College of Global Studies at Stony Brook University in New York, Professor Michael Schwartz, has written extensively on insurgency and the US Empire.

He pointed out to Truthout that President Obama's "... actions have made it very clear that he is unwilling to sacrifice the 50,000-strong strike force, even while he has also said he would abide by the SOFA and remove all troops from Iraq by the end of 2011. In the meantime, Gates and various generals have released hedging statements or trial balloons saying that the 2011 deadline might be impractical and that various types of forces might stay longer, either to provide air power, to continue training the Iraq military, or to protect Iraq from invasion. Any or all of these could translate into the maintenance of the 50k strike force as well as the five 'enduring bases.'"

That the Obama administration intends to maintain a significant military presence in Iraq after 2011 is obvious from its continued insistence that in Iraq "democracy" must be guaranteed.

Schwartz explained:

"In Washington speak this means that the government of Iraq must be an ally of the United States, a condition that has been iterated and reiterated by all factions (GOP and Democrat) in Washington, since the original invasion. Given the increasing unwillingness of the Maliki administration to follow US dictates (for example, on oil contracts, on relations with Iran, and on relations with Anbar and other Sunni provinces), the removal of troops would allow Maliki even more leeway to pursue policies unacceptable to Washington. Thus, even if Maliki succeeds himself in the Premiership, the US may need troops to keep the pressure on him. If he does not succeed himself, then the likely alternate choices are far more explicit in their antagonism to integration of Iraq into the US sphere of interest ... the Obama administration would then be left with the unacceptable prospect that withdrawal would result in Iraq adopting a posture not unlike Iran's with regard to US presence and influence in the Middle East."

His grim conclusion:

"All in all, there are myriad signs that withdrawal of US troops might result in Iraq breaking free from US influence and/or deprive the United States of the strong military presence in that part of the Middle East that both Bush and Obama advocated and have struggled to establish. Until I see some sign that the five bases are going to be dismantled, I will continue to believe that the US will find some reason - with or without the consent of the Iraqi government - to maintain a very large (on the order of 50k) military force there."

Expanding the Base

The US embassy in Iraq, already the largest diplomatic compound on the planet and the size of the Vatican City, is now likely to be doubled in size. Robert Ford, the deputy chief of mission in Baghdad, told reporters in January, "If Congress gives us the money we are asking for, this embassy is going to be twice the size it is now. It's not going down, it's getting bigger."

In 2005, The Washington Post reported:

"An even more expensive airfield renovation is underway in Iraq at the Balad air base, a hub for US military logistics, where for $124 million the Air Force is building additional ramp space for cargo planes and helicopters. And farther south, in Qatar, a state-of-the-art, 104,000-square-foot air operations center for monitoring US aircraft in the Middle East, Central Asia and Africa is taking shape in the form of a giant concrete bunker ... the US military has more than $1.2 billion in projects either underway or planned in the Central Command region - an expansion plan that US commanders say is necessary both to sustain operations in Iraq and Afghanistan and to provide for a long-term presence in the area."
Lt. Gen. Walter E. Buchanan III, who oversees Central Command's air operations pointed out, "As the ground force shrinks, we'll need the air to be able to put a presence in parts of the country where we don't have soldiers, to keep eyes out where we don't have soldiers on the ground."

In 2007 in a piece titled "US Builds Air base in Iraq for the Long Haul" NPR reported, "The US military base in Balad, about 60 miles north of Baghdad, is rapidly becoming one of the largest American military installations on foreign soil ... The base is one giant construction project, with new roads, sidewalks, and structures going up across this 16-square-mile fortress in the center of Iraq, all with an eye toward the next few decades."

It is so big that, "There is a regular bus service within its perimeter to ferry around the tens of thousands of troops and contractors who live here. And the services are commensurate with the size of the population. The Subway sandwich chain is one of several US chains with a foothold here. There are two base exchanges that are about as large as a Target or K-Mart. Consumer items from laptop computers to flat-screen TV's to Harley Davidson motorcycles are available for purchase."

The report added, "Several senior military officials have privately described Balad Air Base, and a few other large installations in Iraq, as future bases of operation for the US military." The term used is "lily pad," a description of the military jumping from base to base without ever touching the ground in between.
IRAQ- NO SOLVENCY- OBAMA STATEMENTS PROVE CIRCUMVENTION

[
]  Obama has no intentions of leaving Iraq- the “drawdown” is a PR move.  Numerous statements from Obama and senior generals prove. 
Jamail ’10 (Dahr, “Operation Enduring Occupation”, Truthout, 3/21, http://www.zcommunications.org/operation-enduring-occupation-by-dahr-jamail, Accessed 7/1/10 GAL)
Truthout contacted renowned journalist and filmmaker John Pilger for his views:

"Like Afghanistan, the occupation of Iraq is more a war of perception than military reality. I don't believe the US has the slightest intention of leaving Iraq. Yes, there will be the "drawdown" of regular troops with the kind of fanfare and ritual designed to convince the American public that a genuine withdrawal is happening. But the sum of off-the-record remarks by senior generals, who are ever conscious of the war of perception, is that at least 70,000 troops will remain in various guises. Add to this up to 200,000 mercenaries. This is an old ruse. The British used to "withdraw" from colonies and leave behind fortress-bases and their Special Forces, the SAS.

"Bush invaded Iraq as part of a long-term US design to restore one of the pillars of US policy and empire in the region: in effect, to make all of Iraq a base. The invasion went badly wrong and the "country as base" concept was modified to that of Iraq indirectly controlled or intimidated by a series of fortress-bases. These are permanent. This is also the US plan for Afghanistan. One has to keep in mind that US foreign policy is now controlled by the Pentagon, whose man is Robert Gates. It is as if Bush never left office. Under Bush there was an effective military coup in much of Washington; the State Department was stripped of its power; and Obama did as no president has ever done: he brought across from a previous, discredited administration the entire war making bureaucracy and gave it virtually unlimited power. The only way the US will leave is for the resistance to rise again, and for Shiites and Sunni to unite; I think that will happen."

Captain, My Captain

On March 4, 2010, as a guest on NPR's "The Diane Rehm Show," Thomas Ricks, who was the military correspondent for the Washington Post, referring to President Obama's promises to withdraw from Iraq, said, "I would say you shouldn't believe [it] because I don't think it's going to happen. I think we're going to have several thousand, several tens of thousands of US troops in Iraq on the day President Obama leaves office."

Gen. George Casey, the chief of staff of the US Army, stated last May that his planning for the Army envisions combat troops in Iraq for a decade as part of a sustained US commitment to fighting extremism and terrorism in the Middle East. "Global trends are pushing in the wrong direction," he said, "They fundamentally will change how the Army works."

Senior CIA analyst Ray McGovern, who served under seven presidents - from John Kennedy to George H. W. Bush - explained to Truthout, "Since 2003 I've been suggesting that the Iraq war was motivated by the acronym OIL: oil, Israel, and Logistics (military bases to further the interests of the first two)."

In January 2008, McGovern wrote of statements signed by George W. Bush when he was in the White House:

"Contrary to how President George W. Bush has tried to justify the Iraq war in the past, he has now clumsily - if inadvertently - admitted that the invasion and occupation of Iraq was aimed primarily at seizing predominant influence over its oil by establishing permanent (the administration favors "enduring") military bases. He made this transparently clear by adding a signing statement to the defense appropriation bill, indicating that he would not be bound by the law's prohibition against expending funds:

"(1) To establish any military installation or base for the purpose of providing for the permanent stationing of United States Armed Forces in Iraq," or

"(2) To exercise United States control of the oil resources of Iraq."

At the Chicago Council on Global Affairs on November 20, 2006, in a speech titled "A Way Forward in Iraq," Sen. Barack Obama, who had not yet become the commander in chief of the US military, declared:
Drawing down our troops in Iraq will allow us to redeploy additional troops to Northern Iraq and elsewhere in the region as an over-the-horizon force. This force could help prevent the conflict in Iraq from becoming a wider war, consolidate gains in Northern Iraq, reassure allies in the Gulf, allow our troops to strike directly at al Qaeda wherever it may exist, and demonstrate to international terrorist organizations that they have not driven us from the region.

On March 16, 2010, Gen. David Petraeus, head of US Central Command, told lawmakers that the US military may set up an additional headquarters in northern Iraq even after the September 2010 deadline. Petraeus said that putting a headquarters in northern Iraq was "something we are looking at."

What reason is there to doubt our commander in chief 's assertion that there is need to maintain an (approximately 50,000 strong) US "strike force" in or near Iraq to guarantee US interests in the Middle East, to allow Washington to move quickly against jihadists in the region and to make clear to "our enemies" that the US will not be "driven from the region"?
IMPERIALISM => EXTINCTION

[
] Imperialism leads to unending violence and extinction 

Eckhardt 1990 (William, Lentz Peace Research Laboratory of St. Louis, JOURNAL OF PEACE RESEARCH, February 1990, p. 15-16)
Modern Western Civilization used war as well as peace to gain the whole world as a domain to benefit itself at the expense of others: The expansion of the culture and institutions of modern civilization from its centers in Europe was made possible by imperialistic war… It is true missionaries and traders had their share in the work of expanding world civilization, but always with the support, immediate or in the background, of armies and navies (pp. 251-252). The importance of dominance as a primary motive in civilized war in general was also emphasized for modern war in particular: '[Dominance] is probably the most important single element in the causation of major modern wars' (p. 85). European empires were thrown up all over the world in this processof benefiting some at the expense of others, which was characterized by armed violence contributing to structural violence: 'World-empire is built by conquest and maintained by force… Empires are primarily organizations of violence' (pp. 965, 969). 'The struggle for empire has greatly increased the disparity between states with respect to the political control of resources, since there can never be enough imperial territory to provide for all' (p. 1190). This 'disparity between states', not to mention the disparity within states, both of which take the form of racial differences in life expectancies, has killed 15-20 times as many people in the 20th century as have wars and revolutions (Eckhardt & Kohler, 1980; Eckhardt, 1983c). When this structural violence of 'disparity between states' created by civilization is taken into account, then the violent nature of civilization becomes much more apparent. Wright concluded that 'Probably at least 10 per cent of deaths in modern civilization can be attributed directly or indirectly to war… The trend of war has been toward greater cost, both absolutely and relative to population… The proportion of the population dying as a direct consequence of battle has tended to increase' (pp. 246, 247). So far as structural violence has constituted about one-third of all deaths in the 20th century (Eckhardt & Kohler, 1980; Eckhardt, 1983c), and so far as structural violence was a function of armed violence, past and present, then Wright's estimate was very conservative indeed. Assuming that war is some function of civilization, then civilization is responsible for one-third of 20th century deaths. This is surely self-destruction carried to a high level of efficiency. The structural situation has been improving throughout the 20th century, however, so that structural violence caused 'only' 20% of all deaths in 1980 (Eckhardt, 1983c). There is obviously room for more improvement. To be sure, armed violence in the form of revolution has been directed toward the reduction of structural violence, even as armed violence in the form of imperialism has been directed toward its maintenance. But imperial violence came first, in the sense of creating structural violence, before revolutionary violence emerged to reduce it. It is in this sense that structural violence was basically, fundamentally, and primarily a function of armed violence in its imperial form. The atomic age has ushered in the possibility, and some would say the probability, of killing not only some of us for the benefit of others, nor even of killing all of us to no one's benefit, but of putting an end to life itself! This is surely carrying self-destruction to some infinite power beyond all human comprehension. It's too much, or superfluous, as the Existentialists might say. Why we should care is a mystery. But, if we do, then the need for civilized peoples to respond to the ethical challenge is very urgent indeed. Life itself may depend upon our choice.
IMPERIALISM => EXTINCTION
[
] U.S. IMPERIALISM WILL CAUSE BACKLASH AND ASSYMETRIC WARFARE, UNLEASHING NEW GLOBAL HOLOCAUSTS.  

Foster 2003 (John Bellamy, Monthly Review, July/August, “The new age of imperialism”)

This new age of U.S. imperialism will generate its own contradictions, amongst them attempts by other major powers to assert their influence, resorting to similar belligerent means, and all sorts of strategies by weaker states and non-state actors to engage in "asymmetric" forms of warfare. Given the unprecedented destructiveness of contemporary weapons, which are diffused ever more widely, the consequences for the population of the world could well be devastating beyond anything ever before witnessed. Rather than generating a new "Pax Americana" the United States may be paving the way to new global holocausts.

The greatest hope in these dire circumstances lies in a rising tide of revolt from below, both in the United States and globally. The growth of the antiglobalization movement, which dominated the world stage for nearly two years following the events in Seattle in November 1999, was succeeded in February 2003 by the largest global wave of antiwar protests in human history. Never before has the world's population risen up so quickly and in such massive numbers in the attempt to stop an imperialist war. The new age of imperialism is also a new age of revolt. The Vietnam Syndrome, which has so worried the strategic planners of the imperial order for decades, now seems not only to have left a deep legacy within the United States but also to have been coupled this time around with an Empire Syndrome on a much more global scale-something that no one really expected. This more than anything else makes it clear that the strategy of the American ruling class to expand the American Empire cannot possibly succeed in the long run, and will prove to be its own-we hope not the world's-undoing.
IMPERIALISM => WAR, TERRORISM

[
] U.S. imperialism ensures global violence, great power wars, and increased incidents of terrorism

Bandow 2006 (Doug, a senior fellow at the Cato Institute “A Foreign Policy of Fools,” http://www.antiwar.com/bandow/?articleid=8954 Accessed: July 01 5 – 19 – 06)

Today, however, this policy of global empire is madness. It is dangerous and foolish. It is inexcusable and unforgivable.

The costs of America’s policy of empire have become obvious to everyone except those charged with selling and implementing it. The most obvious is cash. Military spending is the price of one’s foreign policy.

And the bill is high: Next year America will officially devote some $440 billion to the military. Toss in the costs of the Iraq war (routinely funded by “supplemental” appropriations), nuclear programs installed in the Energy Department, health care provided by the Department of Veterans Affairs, and aid payments to various foreign clients and dependents, and the total climbs inexorably past the half-trillion mark.

The policy of promiscuous interference and intervention makes war, at least war with America, more likely. If China attacks Taiwan, if Russia battles a former dependent, if Middle Eastern neighbors tangle, Washington promises to be there. Threatening war with America might discourage the parties from risking a fight, but if conflict comes the U.S. will be in the middle.

Moreover, America makes often ancient quarrels harder to solve by encouraging friendly parties to be more recalcitrant. After all, Washington always inserts itself as an ally of one of the parties, never as a disinterested observer. And why deal if you have a superpower at your side?

Although America would be unlikely to lose any such war, the consequences nevertheless would be horrendous. And as 9/11 demonstrated, the U.S. homeland no longer is sacrosanct. Americans once presumed that they could bomb without consequence. In the cases of Serbia, Iraq, Haiti, Panama, Somalia, Grenada, North Korea, Iraq again, Vietnam – and even Germany and Japan (other than Pearl Harbor, the Aleutians, and a few balloon bombs) – the U.S. did the bombing. Other nations got bombed. Such a world made empire seemingly easy, if not cheap.

But no longer. Which is what makes the prospect of an Iranian bomb so frightening. Not that even the mullahs are stupid, crazy, or addled enough to believe they could attack America without being destroyed. They could pass off their technology to groups more than willing to marry terrorism with WMD, however, groups that are angry enough to use such weapons because of U.S. policy.
For despite the nonsense emanating from President George W. Bush, his neocon acolytes, and what passes for Democratic foreign policy experts, terrorists seek to kill because they believe that America is at war with them. They didn’t fell the World Trade Center because they disliked the Bill of Rights, attack the Pentagon because they detested Disneyland, or plot the destruction of the Capitol because they abhorred free elections in America. Rather, they sent the simple message: you want to be an empire? You’ll pay the price for attempting to enforce your edicts on the rest of us.
Finally, and perhaps most ironically, attempting to be a democratic empire ensures that we will be less democratic – or certainly less free, to be more accurate – at home. The Bush administration’s nomination as CIA head of Gen. Michael V. Hayden, former director of the National Security Agency and responsible for the Bush administration’s illegal warrantless spying program, is emblematic.

Empire abroad can be sustained only by empire at home. The national security state must grow, individual liberties must diminish. We spy on you, search your bodies and cars, restrict what the media can tell you, and, of course, mislead you and lie to you. But it’s in the cause of making the world democratic, so don’t worry, be happy.

IMPERIALISM => VIOLENCE

Any amount of violence is justified under the Empire – populations are kept blind from the violence used to securitize borders

Charles S. Maier Professor of history at Harvard University 2006 Among Empires: American Ascendancy and Its Predecessors First Harvard University Press paperback edition pp. 19-20

Empires are about civilizing missions, the diffusion of cultural styles, the propagation of world religions, the suppression of practices perceived as barbaric—such as human sacrifice and suttee. Occasionally they are about bringing peace and the rule of law or defending what we have defined as freedom. But they are also about violence and bloodshed. Historians will rightly resist generalization as an impediment to understanding. But at the beginning it is worth recalling that imperial enterprises claim their toll of those who resist and often those who are merely in the way. Sometimes the bloodshed is far away and not very visible. Populations at home lose track of the children and adults killed inadvertently every few days by imperial enforcement, at best lingering over those murdered intentionally. Television viewers become numbed to the images of women keening with strange cries, of burning huts or gutted houses. Those who are generous contribute funds to give victims prosthetics and restore their scarred faces. It might be objected that many states, not just empires, are built on violence. But the ambition of empire, its territorial agenda, and its problematic frontiers create an intimate and recurring bond with the recourse to force. Fire and violence have always been the price of keeping resistance at bay: witness the refractory Germanic tribesmen across the Rhine barrier or Jewish fanatics in Judea in the first centuries after the Roman conquests; Protestant fanatics in the churches and deltas of the Spanish Netherlands; “redskinned” resistors in the American plains and all the strangely clad populations of African jungles, the Indian Punjab, and even today’s Falluja. Distancing is key. It is easy and psychologically necessary to look away from violence erupting at the periphery. Empires depend upon distance and, in modern times at least, rendering violence remote. But violence there will always be: it is part of the imperial minimum. The lifeblood of empires is blood. Certainly the blood of those ruled; sometimes the blood of those ruling. The task for the policy maker and the citizen is to decide how much blood can be justified in the pursuit of any given political aspiration, even one that seems lofty. Only a very few of us reject the bargain absolutely. Most of us—consumers of news, historians, policy makers—struggle with the trade-off; others claim to agonize but will usually accept another dose of violence in the name of benevolence or necessity. 

CAP/HEG => EXTINCTION

[
]  US hegemonic imperialism has brought us to the brink of nuclear disaster- we can not contain this danger through currently existing political institutions, the US acts as it pleases in the interests of capital.
MÉSZÁROS 2006 (ISTVÁN, Monthly Review, September, “The Structural Crisis of Politics)
Let us consider a few striking examples which clearly demonstrate not only that there is something dangerously affecting the way in which we regulate our societal interchanges, but worse, the observable trend is the intensification of the dangers toward the point of no return. 

I wrote six years ago, for a public lecture delivered in Athens in October 1999, that “In all probability the ultimate form of threatening the adversary in the future—the new ‘gunboat diplomacy,’ exercised from the ‘patented air’—will be nuclear blackmail. But its objective would be analogous to those of the past, while its envisaged modality could only underline the absurd untenability of trying to impose capi-tal’s ultimate rationality on the recalcitrant parts of the world in that way.”1 In these six years such potentially lethal policy-making practices of global hegemonic imperialism have become not only a general possi-bility but also an integral part of the openly admitted neoconservative “strategic conception” of the U.S. government. And the situation is even worse today. In the last few weeks, in relation to Iran, we have entered the actual planning stage of a course of action which could threaten not only Iran itself but the whole of humanity with a nuclear disaster.2 The customary cynical device employed in making public such threats is “neither to confirm, nor to deny them.” But no one should be fooled by that kind of ploy. In fact this recently materialized very real danger of nuclear disaster is what induced a group of distinguished American physicists, among them five Nobel Laureates, to write an open letter of protest to President Bush in which they stated that: “It is gravely irre-sponsible for the US as the greatest superpower to consider courses of action that could eventually lead to the widespread destruction of life on the planet. We urge the administration to announce publicly that it is taking the nuclear option off the table in the case of all non-nuclear adversaries, present or future, and we urge the American people to make their voices heard on this matter.”3 
Are the legitimate political institutions of our societies in a position to redress even the most perilous situations by democratic intervention in the process of actual decision making, as traditional political dis-course keeps reassuring us, despite all evidence to the contrary? Only the most optimistic—and rather naïve—could assert and sincerely believe that such a happy state of affairs happens to be the case. For the principal Western powers have, quite unimpeded, embarked in the last few years on devastating wars using authoritarian devices—like the “executive prerogative” and the “Royal Prerogative”—without consult-ing their peoples on such grave matters, and ruthlessly brushing aside the framework of international law and the appropriate decision making organs of the United Nations.4 The United States arrogates to itself as its moral right to act as it pleases, whenever it pleases, even to the point of using nuclear weapons—not only preemptively but even preventively— against whichever country it pleases, whenever its claimed “strategic interests” so decree. And all this is done by the United States as the pre-tended champion and guardian of “democracy and liberty,” slavishly fol-lowed and supported in its unlawful actions by our “great democracies.” 

Once upon a time the acronym MAD—mutually assured destruc-tion—was used to describe the existing state of nuclear confrontation. Now that the “neoconservatives” can no longer pretend that the United States (and the West in general) are threatened by nuclear annihilation, the acronym has been turned into literal madness, as the “legitimate pol-icy orientation” of institutionalized military/political insanity. This is in part the consequence of neoconservative disappointments about the Iraq war. For “American neo-cons had hoped the invasion of Iraq would set in train a domino effect across the region, with the people of Iran and other oil-rich states rising up to demand western-style freedoms and democracy. Unfortunately the reverse has been true, in Iran at least.”5 But it is much worse than that, because a whole system of institutionally entrenched and secured “strategic thinking,” centered on the Pentagon itself, lurks behind it. This is what makes the new MADNESS so dangerous for the entire world, including the United States whose worst enemies are precisely such “strategic thinkers.”
CAP/HEG => EXTINCTION

[
] CAPITALISM NECESSITATES IMPERIAL GEOPOLITICS, THREATENING EXTINCTION.

Foster 2006 (John Bellamy, Monthly Review, January, Vol. 57, Iss. 8, “The New Geopolitics of Empire”)
The unpopularity of geopolitical analysis after 1943 is usually attributed to its association with the Nazi strategy of world conquest. Yet the popular rejection of geopolitics in that period may have also arisen from the deeper recognition that classical geopolitics in all of its forms was an inherently imperialist and war-related doctrine. As the critical geopolitical analyst Robert Strausz-Hupé argued in 1942, "In Geopolitik there is no distinction between war and peace. All states have the urge to expand, and the process of expansion is viewed as a perpetual warfare-no matter whether military power is actually applied or is used to implement 'peaceful' diplomacy as a suspended threat."35

U.S. imperial geopolitics is ultimately aimed at creating a global space for capitalist development. It is about forming a world dedicated to capital accumulation on behalf of the U.S. ruling class-and to a lesser extent the interlinked ruling classes of the triad powers as a whole (North America, Europe, and Japan). Despite "the end of colonialism" and the rise of "anti-capitalist new countries," Business Week pronounced in April 1975, there has always been "the umbrella of American power to contain it.... [T]he U.S. was able to fashion increasing prosperity among Western countries, using the tools of more liberal trade, investment, and political power. The rise of the multinational corporation was the economic expression of this political framework."36

There is no doubt that the U.S. imperium has benefited those at the top of the center-capitalist nations and not just the power elite of the United States. Yet, the drive for global hegemony on the part of particular capitalist nations and their ruling classes, like capital accumulation itself, recognizes no insurmountable barriers. Writing before September 11, 2001, István Mészáros argued in his Socialism or Barbarism that due to unbridled U.S. imperial ambitions the world was entering what was potentially "the most dangerous phase of imperialism in all history":

For what is at stake today is not the control of a particular part of the planet-no matter how large-putting at a disadvantage but still tolerating the independent actions of some rivals, but the control of its totality by one hegemonic economic and military superpower... .This is what the ultimate rationality of globally developed capital requires, in its vain attempt to bring under control its irreconcilable antagonisms. The trouble is, though, that such rationality...is at the same time the most extreme form of irrationality in history, including the Nazi conception of world domination, as far as the conditions required for the survival of humanity are concerned.37
CAP/HEG => EXTINCTION

[
] CAPITALISM DRIVES THE PURSUIT OF UNLIMITED HEGEMONY AND EMPIRE, WHICH IS INHERENTLY UNSTABLE AND CAUSES EVER MORE DANGEROUS WARS. 

Foster 2006 (John Bellamy, Monthly Review, January, Vol. 57, Iss. 8, “The New Geopolitics of Empire”)

In the present era of naked imperialism, initiated by the sole superpower, the nature of the threat to the entire planet and its people is there for all to see. According to G. John Ikenberry, Professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice at Georgetown University, in his 2002 Foreign Affairs article "America's Imperial Ambition": the U.S. "neoimperial vision" is one in which "the United States arrogates to itself the global role of setting standards, determining threats, using force, and meting out justice." At present the United States currently enjoys both economic (though declining) and military primacy. "The new goal," he states, "is to make these advantages permanent-a fait accompli that will prompt other states to not even try to catch up. Some thinkers have described the strategy as 'breakout.'" Yet, such a "hard-line imperial grand strategy," according to Ikenberry-himself no opponent of imperialism-could backfire.38

From the standpoint of Marxian theory, which emphasizes the economic taproot of imperialism, such a global thrust will be as ineffectual as it is barbaric. Power under capitalism can be imposed episodically through the barrel of a gun. Its real source, however, is relative economic power, which is by its nature fleeting.

The foregoing suggests that interimperialist rivalry did not end as is often thought with the rise of U.S. hegemony. Rather it has persisted in Washington's drive to unlimited hegemony, which can be traced to the underlying logic of capital in a world divided into competing nation states. The United States as the remaining superpower is today seeking final world dominion. The "Project for the New American Century" stands for an attempt to create a U.S.-led global imperium geared to extracting as much surplus as possible from the countries of the periphery, while achieving a "breakout" strategy with respect to the main rivals (or potential rivals) to U.S. global supremacy. The fact that such a goal is irrational and impossible to sustain constitutes the inevitable failure of geopolitics.

Marxian theories of imperialism have always focused on the importance of geoeconomics even more than the question of geopolitics. From this standpoint, uneven-and-combined capitalist development results in shifts in global productive power that cannot be controlled by geopolitical/military means. Empire under capitalism is inherently unstable, forever devoid of a genuine world state and pointing to greater and potentially more dangerous wars. Its long-term evolution is toward barbarism-armed with ever more fearsome weapons of mass destruction.

What hope remains under these dire circumstances lies in the building of a new world peace movement that recognizes that what ultimately must be overcome is not a particular instance of imperialism and war, but an entire world economic system that feeds on militarism and imperialism. The goal of peace must be seen as involving the creation of a world of substantive equality in which global exploitation and the geopolitics of empire are no longer the principal objects. The age-old name for such a radical egalitarian order is "socialism."

CAP/HEG => EXTINCTION


[
] THE DRIVE FOR HEGEMONIC IMPERIALISM IS INEVITABLE ACCORDING TO THE LOGIC OF CAPITALISM—ONLY THE ALTERNATIVE AVOIDS MULTIPLE SCENARIOS FOR INEVITABLE EXTINCTION.

Foster 2005 (John Bellamy, Monthly Review, September, Vol 57, Iss 4, “Naked Imperialism”)

From the longer view offered by a historical-materialist critique of capitalism, the direction that would be taken by U.S. imperialism following the fall of the Soviet Union was never in doubt. Capitalism by its very logic is a globally expansive system. The contradiction between its transnational economic aspirations and the fact that politically it remains rooted in particular nation states is insurmountable for the system. Yet, ill-fated attempts by individual states to overcome this contradiction are just as much a part of its fundamental logic. In present world circumstances, when one capitalist state has a virtual monopoly of the means of destruction, the temptation for that state to attempt to seize full-spectrum dominance and to transform itself into the de facto global state governing the world economy is irresistible. As the noted Marxian philosopher István Mészáros observed in Socialism or Barbarism? (2001)-written, significantly, before George W. Bush became president: "[W]hat is at stake today is not the control of a particular part of the planet-no matter how large-putting at a disadvantage but still tolerating the independent actions of some rivals, but the control of its totality by one hegemonic economic and military superpower, with all means-even the most extreme authoritarian and, if needed, violent military ones-at its disposal."
The unprecedented dangers of this new global disorder are revealed in the twin cataclysms to which the world is heading at present: nuclear proliferation and hence increased chances of the outbreak of nuclear war, and planetary ecological destruction. These are symbolized by the Bush administration's refusal to sign the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty to limit nuclear weapons development and by its failure to sign the Kyoto Protocol as a first step in controlling global warming. As former U.S. Secretary of Defense (in the Kennedy and Johnson administrations) Robert McNamara stated in an article entitled "Apocalypse Soon" in the May-June 2005 issue of Foreign Policy. "The United States has never endorsed the policy of 'no first use,' not during my seven years as secretary or since. We have been and remain prepared to initiate the use of nuclear weapons-by the decision of one person, the president-against either a nuclear or nonnuclear enemy whenever we believe it is in our interest to do so." The nation with the greatest conventional military force and the willingness to use it unilaterally to enlarge its global power is also the nation with the greatest nuclear force and the readiness to use it whenever it sees fit-setting the whole world on edge. The nation that contributes more to carbon dioxide emissions leading to global warming than any other (representing approximately a quarter of the world's total) has become the greatest obstacle to addressing global warming and the world's growing environmental problems-raising the possibility of the collapse of civilization itself if present trends continue.

The United States is seeking to exercise sovereign authority over the planet during a time of widening global crisis: economic stagnation, increasing polarization between the global rich and the global poor, weakening U.S. economic hegemony, growing nuclear threats, and deepening ecological decline. The result is a heightening of international instability. Other potential forces are emerging in the world, such as the European Community and China, that could eventually challenge U.S. power, regionally and even globally. Third world revolutions, far from ceasing, are beginning to gain momentum again, symbolized by Venezuela's Bolivarian Revolution under Hugo Chávez. U.S. attempts to tighten its imperial grip on the Middle East and its oil have had to cope with a fierce, seemingly unstoppable, Iraqi resistance, generating conditions of imperial overstretch. With the United States brandishing its nuclear arsenal and refusing to support international agreements on the control of such weapons, nuclear proliferation is continuing. New nations, such as North Korea, are entering or can be expected soon to enter the "nuclear club." Terrorist blowback from imperialist wars in the third world is now a well-recognized reality, generating rising fear of further terrorist attacks in New York, London, and elsewhere. Such vast and overlapping historical contradictions, rooted in the combined and uneven development of the global capitalist economy along with the U.S. drive for planetary domination, foreshadow what is potentially the most dangerous period in the history of imperialism.

The course on which U.S and world capitalism is now headed points to global barbarism-or worse. Yet it is important to remember that nothing in the development of human history is inevitable. There still remains an alternative path-the global struggle for a humane, egalitarian, democratic, and sustainable society. The classic name for such a society is "socialism." Such a renewed struggle for a world of substantive human equality must begin by addressing the system's weakest link and at the same time the world's most pressing needsby organizing a global resistance movement against the new naked imperialism.

HEG BAD- AT: FERGUSON

[
] FERGUSON WHITEWASHES THE BLOODY HISTORY OF IMPERIALISM.  U.S. HEGEMONIC IMPERIALISM THREATENS THE WORLD WITH VIOLENT DESTRUCTION.

Foster and Clark 2004 (John Bellamy and Brett, Monthly Review, December, Vol. 56, Iss. 7, “Empire of Barbarism”)

Today the world is facing what de Suva feared-a barbarism emanating from a single powerful country, the United States, which has adopted a doctrine of preemptive (or preventative) war, and is threatening to destabilize the entire globe. In the late twentieth century the further growth of monopoly capital (as explained most cogently in Paul Baran and Paul Sweezy's Monopoly Capital and Harry Magdoff's Age of Imperialism) led to a heavy reliance, particularly for the United States as the hegemonic state of the world system, on military spending and imperialist intervention. With the waning of the Cold War this dependence of the imperial superpower on the most barbaric means of advancing its interests and controlling the system has only increased. The continuing decline of U.S. economic hegemony, occurring alongside deepening economic stagnation in capitalism as a whole, has led the United States to turn increasingly to extraeconomic means of maintaining its position: putting its huge war machine in motion in order to prop up its faltering hegemony over the world economy. The "Global War on Terror" is a manifestation of this latest lethal phase of U.S. imperialism, which began with the 1991 Gulf War made possible by the breaking up of the Soviet bloc and the emergence of the United States as the sole superpower.

After the terrorist attack on September 11, 2001, the empire could present itself as at war with barbarism and in defense of civilization. "The barbarians have already knocked at the gates," declares Niall Ferguson, Herzog Professor of History at the Stern School of Business, NYU and a principal advocate of U.S. and British imperialism. But today's barbarians, he charges, are Islamic fundamentalists, and liberal imperialism becomes a way of inoculating the world against such Islamic terrorism. While the knock on the gates represents a clear danger to the U.S.-dominated imperial order, these external terrorist groups, Ferguson contends, will not bring about the decline of the American imperium directly. Instead, the principal threat to the position of the United States in the global economy is internal. It is rooted in an unwillingness on the part of the U.S. state to make a full claim to its position at the head of the global empire.
Ferguson, who believes that the British Empire of old should be emulated-albeit in a form worthy of the twenty-first century-argues in his latest book Colossus and his earlier Empire that the world needs an empire. Many nations would be better off dominated by the United States than having full independence. The United States, he claims, "is a guns and butter empire"-one that represents not just the rule of force but the advance of the principles of liberal empire and liberal bounty, thus yielding a more democratic and prosperous world order. It is no mere coincidence that Ferguson, one of the most influential establishment historians today, explicitly calls for an updating of the old "White Man's Burden" (to be replaced by a new ideology of "functional" empire) while whitewashing one of the most barbaric wars of modern imperialism: the Philippine-American War at the beginning of the twentieth century-the very same imperial war that Kipling had urged on the United States in his poem "The White Man's Burden" (Colossus, pp. 48-52, 267, 301-02; Empire, pp. 369-70).

Ferguson's "guns and butter empire" is now a transparent objective of U.S. policy. With the fall of the Soviet Union, as István Mészáros explained in Socialism or Barbarism, the United States began to assume "the role of the state of the capital system as such, subsuming under itself by all means at its disposal all rival powers" (p. 29). With its immense military power and its willingness to use force, the United States is now leading the world into what Mészáros has called "the potentially deadliest phase of imperialism." In attempting to prevent revolution (or indeed any way out for populations in the periphery), the United States is seeking to transcend the only certain law of the universe: change. In the process, it has given birth to dictators, supported terrorists, and threatened the world with violent destruction. In the Middle East the United States has nurtured a regressive, fundamentalist political Islam (useful in the CIA-directed war against the Soviets in Afghanistan and in closing off all progressive options in the Middle East) that insofar as it turns back and bites the hand that fed it-the United States and its allies-is branded as a "new barbarism."
CAP BAD- ENVIRONMENT

[
] Economic growth destroys the environment- the market imperative of “grow or die” makes attempts at ‘sustainable’ or ‘limited’ growth meaningless. Only the alternative solves.

Bookchin, Director Emeritus of the Institute for Social Ecology at Plainfield, 89 (Murray, “Death of a Small Planet”, The Progressive, pp. 19-23, http://dwardmac.pitzer.edu/ANARCHIST_ARCHIVES/bookchin/planet/planet.html, Accessed: 7/2008)
It has been dawning on the First World, which is rapidly using up many of its resources, that growth is eating away the biosphere at a pace unprecedented in human history. Deforestation from acid rain, itself a product of fossil fuel combustion, is matched or even exceeded by the systematic burning that is cleaning vast rain forests. The destruction of the ozone layer, we are beginning to learn, is occurring almost everywhere, not just in Antarctica. 

We now sense that unlimited growth is literally recycling the complex organic products of natural evolution into the simple mineral constituents of the Earth at the dawn of life billions of years ago. Soil that was in the making for millennia is being tunned into sand; richly forested regions filled with complex life-forms are being reduced to barren moonscapes; rivers, lakes, and even vast oceanic regions are becoming noxious and lethal sewers, radio nuclides, together with an endless and ever-increasing array of toxicants, are invading the air we breathe, the water we drink, and almost every food item on the dinner table. Not even sealed, air-conditioned, and sanitized offices are immune to this poisonous deluge.

Growth is only the most immediate cause of this pushing back of the evolutionary clock to a more primordial and mineralized world. And calling for "limits to growth" is merely the first step toward bringing the magnitude of our environmental problems under public purview. Unless growth is traced to its basic source-competition in a grow-or-die market society-the demand for controlling growth is meaningless as well as unattainable. We can no more arrest growth while leaving the market intact than we can arrest egoism while leaving rivalry intact.
CAP BAD- ENVIRONMENT

[
] CAPITALISM IS A PARASITE ON THE GLOBAL ENVIRONMENT, CAUSING SPECIES EXTINCTION AND CATASTROPHIC WARMING.   

Foster 2005 (John Bellamy, Monthly Review, March, Vol. 56, Iss. 10, “The End of Rational Capitalism”)
These same decades of economic stagnation and financial explosion have also been decades in which capital has become more and more parasitic on the global environment. The system of accumulation under globalized monopoly capitalism is undermining the basic biogeochemical processes of the planet in the process of promoting conspicuous waste and growing inequality. Not only has global warming emerged since the 1980s as the greatest threat yet to the biosphere as we know it, but the problem has gotten rapidly worse. The prospect of only a very limited rise in average world temperature-one that society might easily adapt to-now appears highly unlikely. An increase in average global temperatures of 2° C (3.6° F) above preindustrial levels-an amount of increase thought to separate non-catastrophic from catastrophic levels of global warming-will soon become unstoppable. Further, there is a growing fear among scientists of runaway global warming due to cumulative effects associated with a lessening of the carbon-absorbing capacities of the oceans and forests-a probable consequence of global warming itself. In Antarctica glaciers are melting and ice shelves thinning, pointing to a rise in world sea levels. All ecosystems on earth are now in decline. Species are facing extinction at levels not seen for 65 million years. Global shortages of fresh water are looming. The toxicity of the earth is increasing. All this and more is to be expected now that the rational regulation of the environment under capitalism has been shown to be a dangerous fantasy. Moreover, rather than any direct attempt to stop these trends we are now told in the age of neoliberal globalization that all such attempts are useless-witness the U.S. refusal to sign the Kyoto Protocol. Instead we are asked to rely on the magic of the market to save the environment. Yet, there is nothing in the nature of a capitalist society, which has no logic other than that of accumulation, that could possibly produce such a result.
[
] CAPITALISM CAUSES CATASTROPHIC WARMING—SCIENTIFIC CONSENSUS IT’S INEVITABLE AT CURRENT GREENHOUSE LEVELS.

Foster and Clark 2004 (John Bellamy and Brett, Monthly Review, December, Vol. 56, Iss. 7, “Empire of Barbarism”)
The gates of hell are open in another respect. We live in a material world, where land, water, and air support life. The human economy and natural processes are inseparably interconnected. Today all of the ecosystems on the earth are in jeopardy. Of particular concern is global warming, which is literally pointing the earth toward an inferno of our own making. The scientific consensus on global warming suggests that at least a 60-80 percent reduction in greenhouse gas emissions below the 1990 levels is necessary in the next few decades in order to avoid catastrophic environmental effects (rising sea levels leading to loss of islands and coastal areas, increasing droughts and desertification, extreme weather events, accelerated species extinction, loss of food crops, etc.) over the coming century. Yet, the United States has steadily increased its carbon dioxide emissions since 1990. It leads the world in overall emissions, with per capita emissions at over five times the world average, and shows no signs of reversing this trend, regardless of the devastating consequences this may have for other countries particularly in the tropics or for future generations. The war in Iraq, which is about the control of oil as a means to world domination, is itself a manifestation of the U.S. refusal to change direction regardless of the consequences for the planet. This "Après moi le déluge!" philosophy, as Marx intimated at one point, constitutes the very essence of barbarism.6

CAP => INSTABILITY, WMD PROLIF

[
] Technological advancement  under capitalism is inherently destabilizing, and leads to development of ever more deadly weapons of mass destruction.

Mead 2004 (Walter Russell, Henry Kissinger Senior Fellow for U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, Transcript of Book talk @ Carnegie Council for Ethics in International Affairs on “Power, Terror, Peace and War”, Mead’s 2004 book, May 27, http://www.cceia.org/resources/transcripts/4988.html)
The implications of this kind of economic change for foreign policy are enormous. For example, if we think about the key goal of capitalism, in some ways it is to enhance technology, enhance productivity. We are always seeking better and more efficient ways of doing things, we are developing new scientific understanding, and we are applying it to the various technological and economic purposes of life. Productivity goes up, we all get richer. In theory, this should make us all more stable and cosmopolitan. That at least is the end-of-history logic. 

And yet if we think about it, technological progress creates new challenges as well. If the strongest military force on the planet on September 11, 1901, had steamed into New York Harbor—I’m referring to the British Navy—and decided to spend the morning doing all the damage it could to New York, the British Navy in 1901 probably would have done as much damage as al-Qaeda, an NGO, was able to accomplish on September 11, 2001. 

But look ahead to 2101 on September 11th and ask yourselves: at that time, when by then high school students working on homework assignments in their biology labs at school will be doing things on a routine basis that today Nobel Prize-winning scientists cannot do, even with the help of massive university research labs, what would a group of terrorists or an individual terrorist be able to do on September 11, 2101? 

And yet, this increase of productivity and technological ability that lies behind that danger isn’t an avoidable byproduct of capitalism; it’s in the nature of what capitalism is constantly doing. We are creating new and ever more dangerous problems for ourselves simply by doing what it is that we like to do. And the idea that more capitalism necessarily creates more stability in the world is an illusion. 

I would not take the opposite deterministic view and say it inevitably makes things worse, because in 2101 we’ll be able to do much more to stop nut jobs who want to wage biological war on the rest of the world. Progress doesn’t just help the bad guys, it doesn’t just help the good guys; it raises the level of the competition. But it would be a mistake to think that technological progress will lead to a more orderly world. 

That weapons of mass destruction are already a lot easier to make than they used to be. The fact that a country like Pakistan could not only make nuclear weapons undetected by and large by both international and national means of detection, but also that a nuclear bazaar could be erected in shadows and the world not know for a significant period of time that this is happening, these things are also a function of progress. In 1945, when the first atomic bombs were built, it was much harder to do and much easier to figure out if somebody was trying to do it than it is today. 

So we will see, as biology and chemistry become more destructive and as nuclear technology becomes ever easier to deal with, it will be much harder to know what is happening on such a vital subject as weapons of mass destruction. This is inevitably destabilizing because it means that both national powers, like the U.S. and others, and international organizations will be less possessed of the information they need for the decisions that they must make. Technological progress is destabilizing in the international arena. 

CAP BAD- VALUE TO LIFE

[
]  Capitalism is an enormous waste of human potential – it creates public squalor while devoting massive resources towards lethal military applications.  It stifles creativity, harms quality of life, and generates unhappiness.

McChesney and Foster 2010 (Robert W., Gutgsell Endowed Professor of Communications at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, and John Bellamy, professor of sociology at the University of Oregon, “Capitalism, the Absurd System: A View from the United States”, Monthly Review, Volume 62, Number 2, June, http://www.monthlyreview.org/100601mcchesney-foster.php#en47  Accessed July 1, 2010  GAL)
In this Les Misérables economy, it is hardly surprising that the general quality of life for most people has not improved—despite the continuing growth of overall social wealth and the increase in human productive capacities. The Happy Planet Index, developed by the New Economics Foundation, examines how “happy” a country is—as measured by a combination of life expectancy and life satisfaction in relation to its ecological footprint. In the 2009 Happy Planet Index, the United States—the very model of mature capitalism—ranked a dismal 114 out of 143 included countries.7 The “greed is good,” “shop ‘til you drop,” “whoever dies with the most toys wins” ethos that marks free market capitalism is not conducive to genuine human happiness. What it generates in ever-increasing levels—even among its more successful strata—is stress, heart disease, loneliness, depression, and the waste of human potential. “This crippling of individuals I consider the worst evil of capitalism,” Albert Einstein wrote in “Why Socialism?” in volume 1, number 1 of Monthly Review (May 1949).

A lot of this damage to individuals has to do with our lack of concern for collective needs. The physical infrastructure of the United States—the built environment of our cities, roads, railroads, bridges, public water and electrical systems, parks, etc.—is crumbling. The per capita ecological footprint of the United States far exceeds what can be sustained at a global level, contributing to rapid degradation of the earth system. Public education throughout the country is in marked decline. Much of what we produce is nonessential, indeed waste, including wasted labor. The United States has fully lived up to John Kenneth Galbraith’s observation half a century ago that modern U.S. capitalism generates “private wealth” and “public squalor.”8 

Massive amounts of labor and resources go toward lethal military purposes, while an increasing amount of human labor and productive capacity lies idle. By virtually all accounts, economic stagnation will be the order of the day for at least a decade, maybe decades, to come. In March 2010, USA Today asked legendary financier Warren Buffett, the second richest individual in the United States: “What if…the U.S. economy goes into a prolonged period of stagnation and weakness, creating a Japanese-like lost decade or two?” Buffett answered: “As long as it isn’t a century, I’m OK.”9
Young Americans are entering an economy in which they have little or no creative or meaningful role to play. It is far truer today than when Paul Goodman wrote his 1960 classic, Growing Up Absurd, that there are “fewer jobs that are necessary and unquestionably useful; that require energy and draw on some of one’s best capacities; and that can be done keeping one’s honor and dignity.” Today even the most wasteful, alienating, and degrading jobs are difficult to get, with growing unemployment, and even faster growing underemployment.10 
We face the situation in the next generation of the continued development of tremendous labor-saving technologies, many that are revolutionary in impact. Yet, instead of leading to a higher quality of life for all or most people, these new productive technologies will be deployed primarily to maximize the profits of those atop the system. They will appear, in some respects, to be the enemy of the workers and communities they help to displace. Likewise, in the coming generation, large swaths of our countryside will likely be torn up and developed for tacky residential projects and gated communities, while a good part of our cities and inner-ring suburbs rot. All of this, we are told, is basically unavoidable, the price we pay for having the privilege of living in a free society. 

No, it isn’t. It is the price we pay for living in a capitalist society. It is a system in which the “need” of the wealthy to make profit drives everything else, and it is increasingly leading to irrational and disastrous results. 
IMPACT TURN SHIELD- CAP NOT SUSTAINABLE, => EXTINCTION

[
] CAPITALISM IS UNSUSTAINABLE—IT WILL DESTROY ITSELF AND EVERYTHING ELSE.  ONLY THE ALT AVOIDS EXTINCTION.
Foster 2005 (John Bellamy, Monthly Review, March, Vol. 56, Iss. 10, “The End of Rational Capitalism”)

The obvious conclusion is that there is no space for a rational politics of the left in line with the logic of capital. All pretensions to the contrary have proven illusory. Yet it is equally true that capitalism is unable to accommodate anything that could be considered a rational politics of the right. With the return of stagnation, and the rise of neoliberal global restructuring, conservatism has been reduced to making "free market capitalism" work by removing all barriers to the accumulation of capital in every sphere. The result is a commodification of all aspects of social and cultural life, creating deep crises in family, community, and society. Moreover, the system continues to stagnate with no visible way out, demanding ever larger cuts in the social infrastructure that supports it and ever greater human sacrifices. No economic system, particularly capitalism, left to follow its own logic unrestrained can possibly survive, as Schumpeter stressed. In the end it will undermine itself. The idea of "free market capitalism" is a dangerous illusion in a time of growing class polarization, monopolization, speculation, militarism, and imperialism. The politics of the right, lacking any substantial or rational basis, has increasingly turned to a predatory culture of open barbarism: the resurgence of open racism, war, imperialism, sexism, religious fundamentalism. Eventually such a society, trapped in stagnation and left to follow its own downward logic, will destroy itself and everything else within its reach-not through economic breakdown but through an intensification of barbarism on a global scale.

This takes us back to the essential truth that the problem is capitalism. The only solution, as difficult as this may be to contemplate at the present time, is socialism; socialism, that is, as the socialist movement always meant it to be: revolutionary, democratic, egalitatarian, environmental, necessitating mass participation and mobilization. The difficulties in creating such a society are immense. But "immense," as Daniel Singer once said, "is not synonymous with impossible."* If we want a stable, just, egalitarian, sustainable world in which the "free development of each is the condition for the free development of all" there is no alternative but a long march to socialism propelled forward by a growing socialist movement. There are already signs of a new dawn-a spectrum that ranges from the antiglobalization movement to the brave revolutionary youth in the hills of Nepal. It is to this new are of revolution that we must now dedicate ourselves and lend our support.

AT: IMPACT TURNS- STRUCTURAL VS. CONJUNCTURAL

[
] THE AFF IS CONCERNED WITH SOLVING FLEETING, CONJUNCTURAL CRISES, WHICH ARE INEVITABLY RECURRING FEATURES OF THE FUNDAMENTAL STRUCTURAL CRISIS OF CAPITAL.  ERROR REPLICATION IS INEVITABLE , AND OUR IMPACTS OUTWEIGH.
MÉSZÁROS 2006 (ISTVÁN, Monthly Review, September, “The Structural Crisis of Politics)

2. The Nature of Capital’s Structural Crisis 

In this respect it is necessary to clarify the relevant differences between types or modalities of crisis. It is not a matter of indifference whether a crisis in the social sphere can be considered a periodic/con-junctural crisis, or something much more fundamental than that. For, obviously, the way of dealing with a fundamental crisis cannot be con-ceptualized in terms of the the categories of periodic or conjunctural crises. 

To anticipate a main point of this lecture, as far as politics is con-cerned the crucial difference between the two sharply contrasting types of crises in question is that the periodic or conjunctural crises unfold and are more or less successfully resolved within a given framework of politics, whereas the fundamental crisis affects that framework itself in its entirety. In other words, in relation to a given socioeconomic and political system we are talking about the vital difference between the more or less frequent crises in politics, as against the crisis of the estab-lished modality of politics itself, with qualitatively different require-ments for its possible solution. It is the latter that we are concerned with today. 

In general terms, this distinction is not simply a question of the apparent severity of the contrasting types of crises. For a periodic or conjunctural crisis can be dramatically severe—as the “Great World Economic Crisis of 1929–1933” happened to be—yet capable of a solution within the parameters of the given system. Misinterpreting the severity of a given conjunctural crisis as if it was a fundamental systemic crisis, as Stalin and his advisers did in the midst of the “Great World Economic Crisis of 1929–1933,” is bound to lead to mistaken and indeed volun-taristic strategies, like declaring social democracy to be the “main enemy” in the early 1930s, which could only strengthen, as in fact it trag-ically did strengthen, Hitler’s forces. And in the same way, but in the opposite sense, the “non-explosive” character of a prolonged structural crisis, in contrast to the “thunderstorms” (Marx) through which peri-odic conjunctural crises can discharge and resolve themselves, may also lead to fundamentally misconceived strategies, as a result of the misin-terpretation of the absence of “thunderstorms” as if their absence was the overwhelming evidence for the indefinite stability of “organized capitalism” and of the “integration of the working class.” This kind of misinterpretation, to be sure heavily promoted by the ruling ideological interests under the pretenses of “scientific objectivity,” tends to rein-force the position of those who represent the self-justifying acceptance of the reformist accommodationist approaches in institutionalized—for-merly genuinely oppositional—working–class parties and trade unions (now, however, “Her Majesty’s Official Opposition,” as the saying goes). But even among the deeply committed critics of the capital system, the same misconception regarding the indefinitely crisis-free perspective of the established order can result in the adoption of a self-paralyzing defensive posture, as we witnessed in the socialist movement in the last few decades. 

It cannot be stressed enough, the crisis of politics in our time is not intelligible without being referred to the broad overall social framework of which politics is an integral part. This means that in order to clarify the nature of the persistent and deepening crisis of politics all over the world today we must focus attention on the crisis of the capital system 

itself. For the crisis of capital we are experiencing—at least since the 

very beginning of the 1970s—is an all-embracing structural crisis.18 Let us see, summed up as briefly as possible, the defining character

istics of the structural crisis we are concerned with. 

The historical novelty of today’s crisis is manifest under four main aspects: 

♦ (1) its character is universal, rather than restricted to one particular sphere (e.g., financial, or commercial, or affecting this or that particu-lar branch of production, or applying to this rather than that type of labour, with its specific range of skills and degrees of productivity, etc.); 

♦ (2) its scope is truly global (in the most threateningly literal sense of the term), rather than confined to a particular set of countries (as all major crises have been in the past); 

♦ (3) its time scale is extended, continuous—if you like: permanent— rather than limited and cyclic, as all former crises of capital happened to be. 

♦ (4) its mode of unfolding might be called creeping—in contrast to the more spectacular and dramatic eruptions and collapses of the past— while adding the proviso that even the most vehement or violent con-vulsions cannot be excluded as far as the future is concerned: i.e, when the complex machinery now actively engaged in “crisis-management” and in the more or less temporary “displacement” of the growing con-tradictions runs out of steam.... 

[Here] it is necessary to make some general points about the criteria of a structural crisis, as well as about the forms in which its solution may be envisaged. 

To put it in the simplest and most general terms, a structural crisis affects the totality of a social complex, in all its relations with its con-stituent parts or sub-complexes, as well as with other complexes to which it is linked. By contrast, a non-structural crisis affects only some parts of the complex in question, and thus no matter how severe it might be with regard to the affected parts, it cannot endanger the continued survival of the overall structure. 

Accordingly, the displacement of contradictions is feasible only while the crisis is partial, relative and internally manageable by the system, requiring no more than shifts—even if major ones—within the relatively autonomous system itself. By the same token, a structural crisis calls into question the very existence of the overall complex concerned, postulat-ing its transcendence and replacement by some alternative complex. 

The same contrast may be expressed in terms of the limits any partic

ular social complex happens to have in its immediacy, at any given time, as compared to those beyond which it cannot conceivably go. Thus, a structural crisis is not concerned with the immediate limits but with the ultimate limits of a global structure....19 
Thus, in a fairly obvious sense nothing could be more serious than the structural crisis of capital’s mode of social metabolic reproduction which defines the ultimate limits of the established order. But even though profoundly serious in its all-important general parameters, on the face of it the structural crisis may not appear to be of such a decid-ing importance when compared to the dramatic vicissitudes of a major conjunctural crisis. For the “thunderstorms” through which the con-junctural crises discharge themselves are rather paradoxical in the sense that in their mode of unfolding they not only discharge (and impose) but also resolve themselves, to the degree to which that is feasible under the circumstances. This they can do precisely because of their partial char-acter which does not call into question the ultimate limits of the estab-lished global structure. At the same time, however, and for the same reason, they can only “resolve” the underlying deep-seated structural problems—which necessarily assert themselves again and again in the form of the specific conjunctural crises—in a strictly partial and tempo-rally also most limited way. Until, that is, the next conjunctural crisis appears on society’s horizon. 

By contrast, in view of the inescapably complex and prolonged nature of the structural crisis, unfolding in historical time in an epochal and not episodic/instantaneous sense, it is the cumulative interrelationship of the whole that decides the issue, even under the false appearance of “normality.” This is because in the structural crisis everything is at stake, involving the all-embracing ultimate limits of the given order of which there cannot possibly be a “symbolic/paradigmatic” particular instance. Without understanding the overall systemic connections and implications of the particular events and developments we lose sight of the really significant changes and of the corresponding levers of poten-tial strategic intervention positively to affect them, in the interest of the necessary systemic transformation. Our social responsibility therefore calls for an uncompromising critical awareness of the emerging cumula-tive interrelationship, instead of looking for comforting reassurances in the world of illusory normality until the house collapses over our head. 
AT: DEMOCRACY

[
]  Democracy under today’s capitalism is a hollow illusion- the US is a plutocratic society, governance is blatantly corrupted at all levels.

McChesney and Foster 2010 (Robert W., Gutgsell Endowed Professor of Communications at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, and John Bellamy, professor of sociology at the University of Oregon, “Capitalism, the Absurd System: A View from the United States”, Monthly Review, Volume 62, Number 2, June, http://www.monthlyreview.org/100601mcchesney-foster.php#en47  Accessed July 1, 2010  GAL)
Boiled down, U.S. politics under today’s mature capitalism are not about the welfare of the demos (i.e., the people) as envisioned in classical notions of democracy, but rather about which party can best deliver profitability to investors and corporations. There are continuing debates between those who simply want to slash labor costs, taxes, and regulations for the rich, and those who want to do some of that but also use some regulation and government spending to encourage higher wages and demand-driven growth. Both sides, however, accept that making the economy profitable for the owning class is the sine qua non of successful administration. Within these constraints, there are occasional important political fights and periodic bones to throw to the electorate. But, in times of economic stagnation, the bones get smaller and even disappear. What passes for genuine political debate often tends to be irrelevant gibberish and blatant manipulation on side issues, or inconsequential nitpicking on minutiae. The big stuff is off the table. The system is democratic in theory, plutocratic (rule by the rich) in content. 

The hollowness of democracy in today’s capitalism is evident in the blatant corruption of governance at all levels in the United States, and the non-accountability of all the major players. The corruption we are discussing is not about politicians getting inordinately great seats at the World Series, but the degeneration of the system and the dominance of a culture of greed that is now pervasive and institutionalized, contaminating all aspects of life. The manner in which, during the current Great Recession, the dominant institutions and investors were able to coalesce and demand hundreds of billions, even trillions, of dollars in public money as a blank check to the largest banks—and then shamelessly disperse multimillion-dollar bonuses to individuals at the apex of those very same corporations now on the public dole—was a striking reminder of the limits of self-government in our political economy. When the Masters of the Universe, as those atop the economic system have been called, need money, when they need bail-outs, when they need the full power of the state, there is no time for debate or inquiry or deliberation. There is no time for the setting of conditions. There is only time to give them exactly what they want. Or else! Egged on by the news media, all responsible people fall in line or face ostracism. As for education and the social services that mark the good society, well, they have to wait in line and hope something is left after the capitalist master is fed. In stagnant times, it is a long wait. 

Marx’s work provides searing insights on how to understand a society that, at the surface, appears to be one thing but, at its deeper productive foundations, is something else. Marx argued that a core contradiction built into capitalism was between its ever-increasing socialization and enhancement of productivity, and its ongoing system of private appropriation of profit. In other words, one of the great virtues of capitalism, in comparison to the relatively stagnant societies that preceded it, is that it is constantly revolutionizing society’s productive capacity and the social interconnections between people within production. But, at a certain point, private control over the economy comes into stark conflict with the vast productive capacities of social labor that have developed. These means of private control, the dominant class/property relations, become “so many fetters” on the further development of society, of human potential, of even the sustainability of human society. The fetters must therefore be “burst asunder,” to allow for new stages of human development.11
AT: DEMOCRACY

[
]  Democratic peace theory ignores incentives to manipulate popular opinion in favor of war- democracy also provides the economic basis for undertaking imperialist projects.
Stromberg ‘3 (Joseph R., “Kantians With Cruise Missiles: The Highest Stage of 'Liberal'” December 23, http://www.antiwar.com/stromberg/s-col.html  Accessed 7/1/10 GAL)
III. ARMED AND DANGEROUS NEO-KANTIANS 

The peculiar thing about some of the new liberal imperialists is their attempt to ground their system on the philosophy of Immanuel Kant [1724-1804]. Kant reasoned that in the fullness of liberal time, more and more republics would come into being. Republics would be unlikely to wage war – the sport of kings – and therefore the proliferation of republican forms of government would spark a trend toward world peace. As he wrote: "If the consent of the citizens is required in order to decide that war should be declared… nothing is more natural than that they would be very cautious in commencing such a poor game, decreeing for themselves all the calamities of war."(5)

Letting republicanism stand in for liberalism here – there is no need to quibble about that – problems arise, nonetheless. First, the assumption that under republicanism/liberalism, the "people" somehow control the state seems naïve at best. It ignores the incentives presented to politicians(6) and the ability of small cliques effectively to control policy from the top. Britain's entry into World War I, where three ministers committed the cabinet, the cabinet committed Parliament, and Parliament committed the people to "the meaningless catastrophe of 1914-18" (in Joseph Schumpeter's phrase), is Exhibit A. 

Many of the people died; in general, the cabinet and Parliament did not. Let us hear no more about how much more "democratic" than Germany the UK was in 1914.

Next – and unforeseen by Kant, wars, if properly "sold" by intellectuals, politicians, and the press, can be quite popular. But popularity cannot be the final judge of the justness of a war. Further, liberal states, by allowing greater economic freedom, rule over more productive economies out of which more revenue may be extracted, making possible greater effective military power. On this basis, one might expect republican/liberal/democratic states to be in better stead economically for undertaking imperialist projects and, given the incentives to which I have already alluded and the functionally oligarchical character of "democratic" systems, one might well expect them to do so.(7)

AT: DEMOCRACY

[
]  Democratic peace theory is a justification for unlimited democratic crusades, which allows Super-Powers to self identify as “good” and bomb the shit out of the “bad” with impunity.
Stromberg ‘3 (Joseph R., “Kantians With Cruise Missiles: The Highest Stage of 'Liberal'” December 23, http://www.antiwar.com/stromberg/s-col.html  Accessed 7/1/10 GAL)
If it were true, that republics – or alternatively, "liberal states" or "democracies" – are inherently peaceful, and never attack one another, then a world made up of such states, and such states alone, would be a world of perpetual peace. Hooray! 

This calls to mind Woodrow Wilson's vision, but some proponents of similar notions distance themselves from Wilson's "utopianism." For one thing, these theorists are not entirely wedded to bringing about the Better World via collective security. For Teson and Reisman, in particular, any sufficiently high-toned Super-Power is morally entitled to act as history's great agent and, entirely by accident, the United States is available for the job. In addition, these writers are less patient than Wilson. Rather than wait for "democracies," or whatever they are, to come into being and behave peacefully ever after, they lean toward imposing proper forms of state by military intervention.

Hence: all "the busy little seminars" currently running on C-SPAN about how to "build" civil society in Iraq and elsewhere. 

Moderate Neo-Kantian imperialists would like to sail under the flag of the United Nations; less moderate ones are happy to rely on US firepower. The paradox of endorsing, in effect, a long series of "elective" (= aggressive) wars to install democracies as the precondition for later eternal peace, has not been lost on everyone. The doctrine of pre-emptive wars fought in the name of future peaceful conditions, conditions obtaining, once the Good have sufficiently bombed the Bad, manages to substitute the question of who is Good and who is Bad for the old-fashioned question of war and peace.
It is a simple maneuver, brilliant in conception and fairly successful so far in execution. Well-meaning Super-Powers, after all, will have no problem in spotting that they are the Good, and any destruction done by them in a political-military crusade for a better world, is already "justified" in the premises. The argument is so tightly wound, that several Catholic Neo-Conservatives justly famous for enlisting traditional Just War Theory in the same project, will soon be thrown out of work. 

AT: DEMOCRACY

[
]   Democratic peace theory is rooted in self-justifications for American imperialism and exceptionalism.

Stromberg ‘3 (Joseph R., “Kantians With Cruise Missiles: The Highest Stage of 'Liberal'” December 23, http://www.antiwar.com/stromberg/s-col.html  Accessed 7/1/10 GAL)
It appears that classical liberals like Kant were simply wrong to assume that states with popular input into decision-making would choose peaceful policies. Wars can be popular and the process is easily manipulated. This problem can now be sidelined. 

The sheer genius of the new liberal imperialism lies in its decoupling of the allegedly inherent peacefulness of "democratic" states from any real pursuit of actual peace. The key is now said to be that such nice states never attack each other. That they have attacked and do attack non-democratic states may stand as further proof of their moral bona fides. 

That such a tendentious doctrine should arise at just this historical moment owes less to the real Immanuel Kant than to the practical need of US policymakers to have justifying doctrines to peddle. Into the valley of rationalization ride the Kantian imperialists.

Just as the 20th-century collective security theorists undid the older international law, which focused on neutral rights and consensus about the rights of noncombatants, so, too, do the democracy gangsters outbid the security collectivists. One critic refers to the new position as "liberal millenarianism," nicely capturing the sheer scope of its claims.(8)
Another critic notes how the new liberal imperialism rides on the corrosive heritage of American exceptionalism: "The sense that the United States has a special moral status and mission has resulted in an intensive engagement by the United States in foreign affairs, predicated on a belief that America has a unique mission to lead the world. But even as it is a basis for the attribution to the United States of a special right to propose rules of international conduct, American exceptional status is also invoked to 'plead the authority of its internal law to mitigate its international legal obligations.' The United States thus simultaneously asserts the right to lead, but also to be exempted from the rules it promotes."(9)
This looks like nothing more or less than an imperial claim to world-rule, whatever the trimmings. An imperial power always has a great mission entrusted to it by God, History, or Philosophy. Just ask that power's apologists. 

AT: NO ALT

[
]  The possibilities for a genuine socialist transformation are greater than at any time in generations- it’s try or die for our alternative, capitalism ends in extinction.

McChesney and Foster 2010 (Robert W., Gutgsell Endowed Professor of Communications at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, and John Bellamy, professor of sociology at the University of Oregon, “Capitalism, the Absurd System: A View from the United States”, Monthly Review, Volume 62, Number 2, June, http://www.monthlyreview.org/100601mcchesney-foster.php#en47  Accessed July 1, 2010  GAL)
We were provoked to write this article because the possibilities in the United States for a genuine, free-wheeling discussion of capitalism’s defects, and the merits of socialism, are greater today than at any time in generations, and we must not let this historic moment pass. What is striking, and a cause for optimism, is the current degree of criticism of capitalism and the amount of support for socialism—in a media and political culture where criticism of the former and support for the latter have been all but forbidden. Back in 1987, a poll of the U.S. population indicated that 45 percent of the population believed that Marx’s famous words from the Critique of the Gotha Programme delimiting communism—“from each according to his ability, to each according to his needs”—were enshrined in the U.S. Constitution. This, of course, said more about the absolute ideals of most Americans, and what they thought they should expect, than about the U.S. Constitution itself.19 

Two decades of neoliberalism, far from eradicating radical ideas, appear to have given them rebirth. A 2009 global survey, conducted by the BBC, found some 15 percent of Americans agreed with the statement that free market capitalism “is fatally flawed and a different economic system is needed.” Another 40 percent thought capitalism had problems that required regulation and reform. A mere 25 percent thought capitalism was doing a bang-up job and increased government regulation would be harmful.20 The remainder weren’t sure. A different 2009 survey found that only 53 percent of Americans thought capitalism superior to socialism. Among adults under the age of thirty, capitalism was preferred to socialism as the best system, by a slim 37 to 33 percent margin.21 

We are in no position to determine the veracity of these poll numbers, though they arise from what are considered respectable sources. We also can only imagine what people think when they hear the term “socialism,” since it is either ignored or mangled in the mainstream culture. But we do know that people experience capitalism and corporate power every day in their lives, and these surveys demonstrate what we have seen repeatedly: People don’t like it very much, despite the endless exhortations about the genius of “choice” made possible by the “free market” around them. To many millions of Americans, if socialism is the nemesis of capitalism it must by definition be a damn sight better.

To his credit, filmmaker Michael Moore was the first to tap into this sentiment with his 2009 film, Capitalism: A Love Story. He toured the nation, explaining that capitalism had failed and needed to be replaced. Words like these had never been uttered on commercial news media, unless they were part of some denunciation of the speaker.

Capitalism, as an economic, political, and social system based on private ownership, directed to the greatest possible profits for particular individuals and corporations, is, in our day, entirely absurd. It has no rational or orderly relationship to human life or to the future of humanity. Socialism, as its heir apparent, stands for the chance that still exists to create a just, egalitarian, and sustainable world directed at human needs, in which the people themselves are sovereign—once the fetters of private profit are burst asunder. 

Is this possible? Who knows? What we do know is that, as long as we breathe air, we have no real choice but to rebel, because under capitalism humanity has no future. 

AT: NO ALT/FRAMEWORK

[
] Their framework which makes critical analysis of capitalism off-limits for discussion prevents all forward progress: while incremental reforms may achieve positive ends, the left must embrace the fundamental critique of capitalism, even for modest reforms like the plan to be realized.

McChesney and Foster 2010 (Robert W., Gutgsell Endowed Professor of Communications at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, and John Bellamy, professor of sociology at the University of Oregon, “Capitalism, the Absurd System: A View from the United States”, Monthly Review, Volume 62, Number 2, June, http://www.monthlyreview.org/100601mcchesney-foster.php#en47  Accessed July 1, 2010  GAL Emphasis in original)
It seems clear that this need for a “bursting asunder” is where the United States is now. Capitalism, viewed as a system of generalized commodity production motivated by the competitive pursuit of private gain without limits, and thus driven to the amassing of concentrated wealth, even at the expense of public welfare and environmental sustainability, is well past its productive era—during which it could make claims to some degree of rationality. We have reached “The End of Rational Capitalism.”12 It survives now on bubbles, bloated debt, military spending that borders on suicidal, and a deadening hypercommercialism. 

When we state that capitalism is off-limits to critical review and analysis, what we really mean is that socialism, as the only rational successor to capitalism, is off-limits. If there is no credible alternative to capitalism, then there is no more reason to discuss transcending capitalism than there would be to debate the means of preventing lightning storms and earthquakes, as Steinbeck’s farmer observed. But in fact we are talking about relations and things made by human beings, and these can be changed, and have been changed enormously over the course of human history.

Since the dawn of class societies maybe five or six millennia ago, those in power have decried and demonized the ideas that threatened the status quo. Capitalism, as a specific form of class society, is no different. All prospective post-capitalist societies are denounced as so barbaric as to be beyond legitimate consideration. 

No one today would say that socialism is inevitable. The odds indeed may be heavily stacked against it. But we can say that it is necessary if our species is to have much of a future. The old socialist slogan “Socialism or Barbarism” made famous by Rosa Luxemburg, although meaningful in its time, may need now to be replaced with “Socialism or Exterminism.”13 Barbarism, it appears, is no longer the greatest danger. Science tells us that, with a continuation of “business as usual,” extermination of humans as well as innumerable other species is the most probable result—and in an extremely short historical period. The absurd thing is that we can’t seem to alter business as usual, even under these dire conditions. Why? Because business as usual is capitalism, which has made the world prey to its own self-expansion. As Steinbeck wrote in The Grapes of Wrath: “The bank—the monster has to have profits all the time. It can’t wait. It’ll die….When the monster stops growing, it dies. It can’t stay one size.”14 All of this suggests that socialism, which offers the possibility of a more egalitarian, democratic, sustainable, and collective response to our problems, is a necessity on both social and environmental grounds if we expect to have a chance at a rational future—or indeed any long-term future at all. 

What is socialism? We cannot offer anything like a complete account here (the story of socialism is a long one and is still in the making), but it begins with the idea that society’s resources should be directed to serving the needs of people, not the profit dictates of the few. It is the socialization (democratization) of the economic sphere, and also the enlargement (de-privatization) of the political sphere. From that starting point, we are open-minded. There is a broad range of options, much to be debated, and enormous room for experimentation. There is a role for markets alongside democratic planning (for example, consumer markets), but not for a market society—that is, the Hayekian utopia of the self-regulating market, which becomes merely a disguise for the concentration of economic power and wealth. 

The classical notion was that socialist movements would succeed, not in opposition to democracy, but as its champions. Among the contributions of the Soviet Union to our understanding of history is the confirmation of the fact that if socialism is not grounded in popular power, it in effect annihilates itself and capitalism is restored. Mere state ownership of key productive forces is not enough to create a socialist society; the people must exercise a sovereign rule over these productive forces and society as a whole, and the society must be organized to promote collective needs.15 Just as democracy is not an accomplished reality unless the vast majority of the people rule society, so socialism is not an accomplished reality unless the associated producers control the productive forms of society and use them rationally and sustainably in the collective interest. The two, in fact, require each other for their fulfillment.

With the failures and successes of some of the early socialist experiments in our rear-view mirrors, and the new socialism of the twenty-first century, pioneered above all in Latin America, in front of us, we believe that the classical notion of socialism has resumed its central role. This is a period of socialist renewal and revolutionary democracy. To us, it is encouraging to see the left victories across Latin America in the past decade. Their significance is made evident by the vitriol they have engendered in the mainstream and business press in the United States and Europe.

A key question thus arises: Has the moment for the renewal of U.S. socialism arrived?

Some of our friends would respond: “No. Socialism is permanently beyond our reach. The best we can hope for is the reform of capitalism along progressive lines.” They argue that capitalism can be made into a kinder and more rational system, increasingly in accord with the needs of humanity and the earth. Popular pressure, they say, can bring about enlightened government policies that will capture the benefits of capitalist economics and minimize the negative consequences. They make the case because they believe capitalism is so entrenched that it is impossible to do anything but seek reform—and they fear any hint of opposition to capitalism will marginalize them politically—or because they genuinely believe that capitalism can be tamed and made into a relatively benign and progressive society. The dream world from this perspective tends to be Scandinavian social democracy, in particular the Sweden of the Olof Palme era in the early and middle 1970s.

Sweden, during the decades of relative prosperity following the Second World War, was, in many ways, an enviable society. It enjoyed a degree of economic equality that has rarely been approached in a capitalist society, associated with high wages, superior social programs, and progressive taxation. It provided high-quality universal health care and free education up through university. The condition of women—described by Marx, after Fourier, as the measure of all human progress—was much better in Sweden, in that period, than in most capitalist societies.16
To be sure, the Swedish model, when it was “viable,” was heavily dependent on Sweden’s stature within the imperial global order. Sweden was clearly a beneficiary of the imperialism of the North and West, and not innocently so, given its substantial military budget and arms sales in these years. It is well to remember that social democracy has never been even a remote possibility for today’s peripheral capitalist countries. It was exclusively open to the club at the center of the world system, i.e., those countries that have continually benefitted from a system of international plunder. 

Sweden under Palme was not a socialist society, in our terms, but rather a corporatist, social democratic one, in which the impossible of impossibles seemed to occur for a short time under fortuitous circumstances: the irreconcilables of capital and labor were apparently reconciled. 

Self-described Marxist friends have told us that, if they could push a button and move the United States to where Sweden was in the early 1970s, they would gladly forgo any hopes of transcending capitalism and creating a genuinely socialist economy. This attitude points to something of practical importance: on many matters of contemporary political organizing in the United States, the efforts of the explicitly socialist left converge with those of Keynesian left-liberals and social democrats. Together, both sides work for increased social spending, environmental sanity, equitable taxation, increased regulation, reductions in militarism, open governance, full employment, civil liberties, and workers’ rights. It is all about reducing the power of capital and increasing the power of everyone else. This is the common ground that defines the broader left in the United States, and that makes the Swedish model of the Palme era seem so attractive to many.

But the main lesson to be learned from the Sweden of left-liberal and social democratic dreams is not that capitalism can be reformed and therefore need not be fundamentally challenged. Instead, the main lesson is that those progressives who aspire to radical social reforms can only hope to have sufficient leverage to win these reforms if the threat of socialism is looming on the horizon. In Sweden’s case: the Soviet Union across the Baltic. The left can expect to achieve most in every respect when the threat it represents is one to be taken seriously.

The current and pathetically weak state of the progressive forces in the United States points to the dangers of political demobilization. On issue after issue, progressives tend to garner a significant percentage of the American people’s support, yet they do not have anything remotely close to commensurate political influence. The recent debacle over health care, in which the Obama administration and its Congressional allies successfully played the left-wing and voting base of the Democratic Party for patsies and delivered on a gold platter a bill to the liking of the corporate sector, is the most recent evidence. Of course part of the liberal-left’s weakness in U.S. politics is due to the news media, unfavorable election laws, and a number of other factors with which progressives are all too familiar. But a more significant reason for that weakness is that nobody in power fears the liberal-left—and no one should. The liberal-left tends to trip over itself as it establishes its pro-market bona fides for decision makers. “Take us seriously, pretty please; we are not really radicals and certainly not socialists, we want to make your free market system work better, and don’t we have some jolly-good ideas,” they seem to say. 

The only way to exact major reforms from those in power is to show them that we really mean it; to convey the message that if the real demands of the people, expressed in mass movements, are not met by the system (or are met only in very limited ways), then we as a body will make serious attempts to accomplish these ends by transcending the current system of power. Think of the great progressive reforms in modern U.S. history. The Wagner Act. Social Security. The Voting Rights Act. These came when those in power were petrified. They arose because of mass revolts from below, and because radicals recognized that it was the peculiar responsibility of the left to help mobilize the working class to fight for their own interests and their own needs—to take to the streets and fight power head on. 

Consider why rulers in other nations, like France or Greece, tend to have greater difficulty implementing cutbacks in social programs during crises: Because, when they look out the window, they see a mass of people who would threaten the perpetuation of their system, if the vested interests were to engineer a class war from above in an attempt to turn back the clock. This makes the position of the capitalist class in such countries much more tenuous. The ability of the Swedish Social Democrats to win their tremendous reforms arose through the struggles of a working-class movement that was always populated with “extremist” elements open to expropriating private capital altogether. 

From the birth of democracy in antiquity, it has been true that those with property will only concede fundamental rights to those without property when they fear for the very survival of their own privileges. “If there is no struggle,” as Frederick Douglass said in 1857, “there is no progress….Power concedes nothing without a demand. It never did and it never will….If we ever get free from the oppressions and wrongs heaped upon us, we must pay for their removal. We must do this by labor, by suffering, by sacrifice, and if needs be, by our lives and the lives of others.”17 People arrive at more radical, revolutionary positions through concrete struggle. 

The unwillingness, so common among U.S. progressives, to embrace a critique of capitalism, to take it to its radical conclusions, including the necessity of a serious class struggle, has another unfortunate political consequence. It opens the door to phony right-wing populist movements seizing the mantle of “radical” opposition to the status quo. With the economic system off-limits to criticism (even invisible in its main power dimensions), attention necessarily gravitates to government as the root of all evil. The state must therefore be the source of the peoples’ problems; and indeed, it seems very seldom to operate in their real interests. It is the state, after all, that imposes taxes that seem to provide ordinary people few benefits; runs deficits, the burden of which falls disproportionately on those who gain the least; and controls the military and police. In today’s Tea Party ideology, engineered principally by the right, capital is deemed natural, while the state is unnatural—imposed from without on those who would otherwise be free. The social crisis is then seen as a crisis of too much government, too much interference by state interests in the natural order of things. Capitalism is treated as an elemental force, like the wind and tides, or a mere byproduct of human nature. The reality of power in today’s society is hidden behind the mist generated by this false “naturalism.”

The underlying principle, therefore, is clear: progressives need a fundamental critique of capitalism and an open discussion about the possible advantages of socialism—even to attempt major reforms within capitalism. And when they begin that critique, we believe, most progressives and most Americans will come to the conclusion that C.B. Macpherson, in his The Life and Times of Liberal Democracy, reached some four decades ago: It is increasingly difficult to reconcile liberal democratic values (much less anything remotely resembling genuine democracy) with today’s monopoly-finance capital. Something has to go. And that is exactly why capitalism is off-limits to honest discussion, and why the constraints placed on public debate in our political culture prevent any real, permanent forward movement.18
We have not forgotten the basic realities of class. We know that most of those self-identified as part of the U.S. liberal-left are very privileged, relative to the larger working population. The liberal-left is heavily entrenched in the professional-managerial stratum, or the upper middle class. Many of them are employed by the state. Theirs is a class reality that ties them in innumerable ways to the system. They may want significant change, but most of the liberal-left is materially linked, in a way that the vast majority of the population is not, to the existing power structure. Nevertheless, there is no imaginable path toward socialism in the United States today, in which a considerable portion of those who currently constitute the “liberal-left” do not play an important role as key initiators and supporters of a general revolt in society.

The current state of U.S. politics might be described as one in which the right has gained more power by moving right. The left needs to gain more power by moving left. If this means increased political polarization, so be it.
AT: PERM
[
] Orienting our alternative towards the state guarantees cooption and commodification by capitalism, reinforcing domination and hierarchy
Holloway ‘5 (John, August 16, International Socialism, http://www.zmag.org/content/showarticle.cfm?SectionID=41&ItemID=8520)
I don’t know the answer. Perhaps we can change the world without taking power. Perhaps we cannot. The starting point—for all of us, I think—is uncertainty, not knowing, a common search for a way forward. Because it becomes more and more clear that capitalism is a catastrophe for humanity. A radical change in the organisation of society, that is, revolution, is more urgent than ever. And this revolution can only be world revolution if it is to be effective.

But it is unlikely that world revolution can be achieved in one single blow. This means that the only way in which we can conceive of revolution is as interstitial revolution, as a revolution that takes place in the interstices of capitalism, a revolution that occupies spaces in the world while capitalism still exists. The question is how we conceive of these interstices, whether we think of them as states or in other ways.

In thinking about this, we have to start from where we are, from the many rebellions and insubordinations that have brought us to Porto Alegre. The world is full of such rebellions, of people saying NO to capitalism: NO, we shall not live our lives according to the dictates of capitalism, we shall do what we consider necessary or desirable and not what capital tells us to do. Sometimes we just see capitalism as an all-encompassing system of domination and forget that such rebellions exist everywhere. At times they are so small that even those involved do not perceive them as refusals, but often they are collective projects searching for an alternative way forward and sometimes they are as big as the Lacandon Jungle or the Argentinazo of three years ago or the revolt in Bolivia just over a year ago. All of these insubordinations are characterised by a drive towards self-determination, an impulse that says, ‘No, you will not tell us what to do, we shall decide for ourselves what we must do.’

These refusals can be seen as fissures, as cracks in the system of capitalist domination. Capitalism is not (in the first place) an economic system, but a system of command. Capitalists, through money, command us, telling us what to do. To refuse to obey is to break the command of capital. The question for us, then, is how do we multiply and expand these refusals, these cracks in the texture of domination?

There are two ways of thinking about this.

The first says that these movements, these many insubordinations, lack maturity and effectiveness unless they are focused, unless they are channelled towards a goal. For them to be effective, they must be channelled towards the conquest of state power—either through elections or through the overthrowing of the existing state and the establishment of a new, revolutionary state. The organisational form for channelling all these insubordinations towards that aim is the party.

The question of taking state power is not so much a question of future intentions as of present organisation. How should we organise ourselves in the present? Should we join a party, an organisational form that focuses our discontent on the winning of state power? Or should we organise in some other way?

The second way of thinking about the expansion and multiplication of insubordinations is to say, ‘No, they should not be all harnessed together in the form of a party, they should flourish freely, go whatever way the struggle takes them.’ This does not mean that there should be no coordination, but it should be a much looser coordination. Above all, the principal point of reference is not the state but the society that we want to create.

The principal argument against the first conception is that it leads us in the wrong direction. The state is not a thing, it is not a neutral object: it is a form of social relations, a form of organisation, a way of doing things which has been developed over several centuries for the purpose of maintaining or developing the rule of capital. If we focus our struggles on the state, or if we take the state as our principal point of reference, we have to understand that the state pulls us in a certain direction. Above all, it seeks to impose upon us a separation of our struggles from society, to convert our struggle into a struggle on behalf of, in the name of. It separates leaders from the masses, the representatives from the represented; it draws us into a different way of talking, a different way of thinking. It pulls us into a process of reconciliation with reality, and that reality is the reality of capitalism, a form of social organisation that is based on exploitation and injustice, on killing and destruction. It also draws us into a spatial definition of how we do things, a spatial definition which makes a clear distinction between the state’s territory and the world outside, and a clear distinction between citizens and foreigners. It draws us into a spatial definition of struggle that has no hope of matching the global movement of capital.

There is one key concept in the history of the state-centred left, and that concept is betrayal. Time and time again the leaders have betrayed the movement, and not necessarily because they are bad people, but just because the state as a form of organisation separates the leaders from the movement and draws them into a process of reconciliation with capital. Betrayal is already given in the state as an organisational form.

Can we resist this? Yes, of course we can, and it is something that happens all the time. We can refuse to let the state identify leaders or permanent representatives of the movement, we can refuse to let delegates negotiate in secret with the representatives of the state. But this means understanding that our forms of organisation are very different from those of the state, that there is no symmetry between them. The state is an organisation on behalf of, what we want is the organisation of self-determination, a form of organisation that allows us to articulate what we want, what we decide, what we consider necessary or desirable. What we want, in other words, is a form of organisation that does not have the state as its principal point of reference.

The argument against taking the state as the principal point of reference is clear, but what of the other concept? The state-oriented argument can be seen as a pivoted conception of the development of struggle. Struggle is conceived as having a central pivot, the taking of state power. First we concentrate all our efforts on winning the state, we organise for that, then, once we have achieved that, we can think of other forms of organisation, we can think of revolutionising society. First we move in one direction, in order to be able to move in another: the problem is that the dynamic acquired during the first phase is difficult or impossible to dismantle in the second phase.

The other concept focuses directly on the sort of society we want to create, without passing through the state. There is no pivot: organisation is directly prefigurative, directly linked to the social relations we want to create. Where the first concept sees the radical transformation of society as taking place after the seizure of power, the second insists that it must begin now. Revolution not when the time is right but revolution here and now.

AT: FRAMEWORK

[
]  Placing the possibility of radically restructuring our political economy off-limits is another link- their framework arguments promote a form of ideological dominance for capitalism which is more valuable than millions of troops.  
McChesney and Foster 2010 (Robert W., Gutgsell Endowed Professor of Communications at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, and John Bellamy, professor of sociology at the University of Oregon, “Capitalism, the Absurd System: A View from the United States”, Monthly Review, Volume 62, Number 2, June, http://www.monthlyreview.org/100601mcchesney-foster.php#en47  Accessed July 1, 2010  GAL)

A few years ago, in a class one of us taught, a discussion arose about how capitalism works as a system in which the need for the few to maximize profit drives the entire political-economic structure. The students appeared to grasp how the capital accumulation process has a strong effect, often negative, on the course of a society’s development. The discussion then turned to Salvador Allende’s Chile of the early 1970s, where the goal was to develop a socialist political economy. “Knowing what you do about how capitalism functions,” the students were asked, “what would a socialist system look like?” They were unusually quiet. Finally, one of them blurted out: “I don’t know how it could work. I guess the government would have to kill everybody.”

The question of how a socialist society would operate raised a horrible, dystopian image in this student’s mind. Such libertarian fears of a totalitarian state imposing socialism by force, even to the point of annihilation, on an unwilling people, who are presumed to be capitalist by nature, are all too common. This brings to mind Fredric Jameson’s comment: “Someone once said that it is easier [for most people in today’s society] to imagine the end of the world than to imagine the end of capitalism.”2
Perhaps nothing points so clearly to the alienated nature of politics in the present day United States as the fact that capitalism, the economic system that drives the society, is effectively off-limits to critical review or discussion. To the extent that capitalism is mentioned by politicians or pundits, it is regarded in hushed tones of reverence for the genius of the market, its unquestioned efficiency, and its providential authority. One might quibble with a corrupt and greedy CEO or a regrettable loss of jobs, but the superiority and necessity of capitalism—or, more likely, its euphemism, the so-called “free market system”—is simply beyond debate or even consideration. There are, of course, those who believe that the system needs more regulation and that there is room for all sorts of fine-tuning. Nevertheless, there is no questioning of the basics.

This prohibition on critically assessing capitalism begins in the economics departments and business schools of our universities where, with but a few exceptions, it is easier to find an advocate of the immediate colonization of Mars than it is to find a scholar engaged in genuine radical criticism of capitalism. This critical dearth extends to our news media, which have a documented track record of promoting the profit system, and a keen distaste for those that advocate radical change. It reaches all of us in one form or another. Anyone who wishes to participate in civic life quickly grasps that being tagged as anti-free market (or socialist) is a near-certain way to guarantee one’s status as a political outcast. To criticize the system is to criticize the nation and “democracy.” 

This is a dream world for those atop the system. Such ideological dominance is worth more than a standing army of a million troops to those wishing to maintain their positions of power and privilege. But the illegitimacy of addressing the nature and logic of capitalism handcuffs almost everyone else. As long as serious treatment of capitalism, the dominant social system, remains off-limits, social science itself is deeply compromised. 

The failure of a society so marked in myriad ways by capitalism to confront this central reality can only be seen as a great evasion. It is the refusal to engage in meaningful self-criticism, to seek self-knowledge. Americans are like the proverbial fish unaware of the water that surrounds and permeates their existence.

AT: FRAMEWORK
[
] Their framework is heavily soaked with conservative ideology—the procedural “bracketing out” of our alternative of radical structural change is only meant to safeguard the status quo.

Meszaros ’89 (Istvan, Chair of philosophy @ U. of Sussex, The Power of Ideology, p. 232-234 GAL)

6.1.1

Nowhere is the myth of ideological neutrality – the self-proclaimed Wertfeihert or value neutrality of so-called ‘rigorous social science’ – stronger than in the field of methodology. Indeed, we are often presented with the claim that the adoption of the advocated methodological framework would automatically exempt one from all controversy about values, since they are systematically excluded (or suitably ‘bracketed out’) by the scientifically adequate method itself, thereby saving one from unnecessary complication and securing the desired objectivity and uncontestable outcome.


Claims and procedures of this kind are, of course, extremely problematical. For they circularly assume that their enthusiasm for the virtues of ‘methodological neutrality’ is bound to yield ‘value neutral’ solutions with regard to highly contested issues, without first examining the all-important question as to the conditions of possibility – or otherwise – of the postulated systematic neutrality at the plane of methodology itself. The unchallengeable validity of the recommended procedure is supposed to be self-evident on account of its purely methodological character.


In reality, of course, this approach to methodology is heavily loaded with a conservative ideological substance. Since, however, the plane of methodology (and ‘meta-theory’) is said to be in principle separated from that of the substantive issues, the methodological circle can be conveniently closed. Whereupon the mere insistence on the purely methodological character of the criteria laid down is supposed to establish the claim according to which the approach in question is neutral because everybody can adopt it as the common frame of reference of ‘rational discourse’.


Yet, curiously enough, the proposed methodological tenets are so defined that vast areas of vital social concern are a priori excluded from this rational discourse as ‘metaphysical’, ‘ideological’, etc. The effect of circumscribing in this way the scope of the one and only admissible approach is that it automatically disqualifies, in the name of methodology itself, all those who do not fit into the stipulated framework of discourse. As a result, the propounders of the ‘right method’ are spared the difficulties that go with acknowledging the real divisions and incompatibilities as they necessarily arise from the contending social interests at the roots of alternative approaches and the rival sets of values associated with them.


This is where we can see more clearly the social orientation implicit in the whole procedure. For – far from offering an adequate scope for critical enquiry – the advocated general adoption of the allegedly neutral methodological framework is equivalent, in fact, to consenting not even to raise the issues that really matter. Instead, the stipulated ‘common’ methodological procedure succeeds in transforming the enterprise of ‘rational discourse’ into the dubious practice of producing methodology for the sake of methodology: a tendency more pronounced in the twentieth century than ever before. This practice consists in sharpening the recommended methodological knife until nothing but the bare handle is left, at which point a new knife is adopted for the same purpose. For the ideal methodological knife is not meant for cutting, only for sharpening, thereby interposing itself between the critical intent and the real objects of criticism which it can obliterate for as long as the pseudo-critical activity of knife-sharpening for its own sake continues to be pursued. And that happens to be precisely its inherent ideological purpose. 
6.1.2

Naturally, to speak of a ‘common’ methodological framework in which one can resolve the problems of a society torn by irreconcilable social interest and ensuing antagonistic confrontations is delusory, at best, notwithstanding all talk about ‘ideal communication communities’. But to define the methodological tenets of all rational discourse by way of transubstantiating into ‘ideal types’ (or by putting into methodological ‘brackets’) the discussion of contending social values reveals the ideological colour as well as the extreme fallaciousness of the claimed rationality. For such treatment of the major areas of conflict, under a great variety of forms – from the Viennes version of ‘logical positivism’ to Wittgenstein’s famous ladder that must be ‘thrown away’ at the point of confronting the question of values, and from the advocacy of the Popperian principle of ‘little by little’ to the ‘emotivist’ theory of value – inevitably always favours 

the established order. And it does so by declaring the fundamental structural parameters of the given society ‘out of bounds’ to the potential contestants, on the authority of the ideally ‘common’ methodology.


However, even on a cursory inspection of the issues at stake it ought to be fairly obvious that to consent not to question the fundamental structural framework of the established order is radically different according to whether one does so as the beneficiary of that order or from the standpoint of those who find themselves at the receiving end, exploited and oppressed by the overall determinations (and not just by some limited and more or less easily corrigible detail) of that order. Consequently, to establish the ‘common’ identity of the two, opposed sides of a structurally safeguarded hierarchical order – by means of the reduction of the people who belong to the contending social forces into fictitious ‘rational interlocutors’, extracted from their divided real world and transplanted into a beneficially shared universe of ideal discourse – would be nothing short of a methodological miracle.


Contrary to the wishful thinking hypostatized as a timeless and socially unspecified rational communality, the elementary condition of a truly rational discourse would be to acknowledge the legitimacy of contesting the given order of society in substantive terms. This would imply the articulation of the relevant problems not on the plan of self-referential theory and methodology, but as inherently practical issues whose conditions of solution point towards the necessity of radical structural changes. In other words, it would require the explicit rejection of all fiction of methodological and meta-theoretical neutrality. But, of course, this would be far too much to expect precisely because the society in which we live is a deeply divided society. This is why through the dichotomies of ‘fact and value’, ‘theory and practice’, ‘formal and substantive rationality’, etc., the conflict-transcending methodological miracle is constantly stipulated as the necessary regulative framework of ‘rational discourse’ in the humanities and social sciences, in the interest of the ruling ideology.


What makes this approach particularly difficult to challenge is that its value-commitments are mediated by methodological precepts to such a degree that it is virtually impossible to bring them into the focus of the discussion without openly contesting the framework as a whole. For the conservative sets of values at the roots of such orientation remain several steps removed from the ostensible subject of dispute as defined in logico/methodological, formal/structural, and semantic/analytical terms. And who would suspect of ideological bias the impeccable – methodologically sanctioned – credentials of ‘procedural rules’, ‘models’ and ‘paradigms’?


Once, though, such rules and paradigms are adopted as the common frame of reference of what may or may not be allowed to be considered the legitimate subject of debate, everything that enters into the accepted parameters is necessarily constrained not only by the scope of the overall framework, but simultaneously also by the inexplicit ideological assumptions on the basis of which the methodological principles themselves were in the first place constituted. This is why the allegedly ‘non-ideological’ ideologies which so successfully conceal and exercise their apologetic function in the guise of neutral methodology are doubly mystifying. 


Twentieth-century currents of thought are dominated by approaches that tend to articulate the social interests and values of the ruling order through complicated – at time completely bewildering – mediations, on the methodological plane. Thus, more than ever before, the task of ideological demystification is inseparable from the investigation of the complex dialectical interrelationship between methods and values which no social theory or philosophy can escape.
AT: TRANSITION WARS
[
] The spread of capitalism causes transition wars and political instability.
Mead ’97 (Walter Russell, Henry Kissinger Senior Fellow for U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, “Roller-Coaster Capitalism: Creative Destruction at Work”, Foreign Affairs, January/February, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/19970101fareviewessay3746/walter-russell-mead/roller-coaster-capitalism-creative-destruction-at-work.html)

Whatever the verdict on his predictive powers, Greider's contrarian view of the contemporary world has something important to say. There is a recurring tendency in Western and, especially, American thought to equate the spread of market economics with the stabilization of social and political conditions. Nothing could be further from the truth. Capitalism is the world's most powerful form of social organization because it is the most revolutionary. Capitalism did not defeat communism because capitalism was more stable; rather, the frozen stability of planned communist society was unable to match the social and economic dynamism of capitalist activity.

At a distance, one can reconcile the roller-coaster-like ride of capitalist history with the more comforting, Panglossian version of the Whig narrative of progress. Over time, capitalism does lead to democracy and democracy does lead to peace. But, as in the United States after the 1920s, the expanses of time are longer than today's cramped conventional wisdom can perceive, and the ride is bumpier, even if Greider's precise scenario does not come to pass.
Look at France. The rise of capitalism did unleash a process that ultimately consolidated democracy and made the French peaceful. But how long did that take, and what happened in the meantime? Five republics, two empires, two royal dynasties, and a series of expansionary wars that ranged from Moscow to Indochina by way of the upper Nile. And France's progress from precapitalist monarchy to capitalist democracy was relatively smooth and benign. Contrast Germany's journey down that road, or Japan's. Some countries, like Russia, that made promising starts a century ago have taken terrible detours, inflicting on themselves and others untold suffering.

That capitalism has been unleashed across Asia and Latin America is in one sense cause for rejoicing. Capitalism will open new doors to richer and fuller lives for hundreds of millions of people. The dismantling of regulations and controls in Western society does create opportunities for faster economic growth and individual creativity.
But, alas, that is not all it does. That China, India, Indonesia, and Vietnam are now sprinting up the track previously traveled by Germany, France, and Japan does not mean that a universal era of freedom, prosperity, and peace has dawned. Historical change is accelerating. As rural masses pour into swelling cities in Asia, Africa, and Latin America, as new technologies and enterprises rip up the fabric of traditional society, as new political forces duel for control of rapidly evolving societies, tensions are certain to rise. The more capitalism spreads, the more change must be endured, the more risks must be run, the more destruction will go hand in hand with creation.
The triumph of the West in the Cold War, the rapid spread of capitalism through the developing world, and the triumph of neoliberal capitalism over the more regulated and stable mixed economy that prevailed in the last generation do not constitute the end of history but lay the groundwork for an immense acceleration of the historical process. The 21st century will be even more volatile than the bloody century now drawing to a close. This, not the future of the stock market, is the real message of Greider's book, and those who fail to heed it run risks at least as great as those serene French aristocrats who scoffed at Rousseau.

AFF- IRAQ- WE SOLVE IMPERIALISM

[
]  Occupation of Iraq gives the US leverage and influence over the entire Middle East, withdrawal solves imperialism.

John Bellamy Foster and Robert W. McChesney, Dec 2002. (Co-editors of Monthly Review, Foster is an author on the political economy and is an environmental sociologist, professor at University of Oregon). U.S. Imperial Ambitions and Iraq. The Monthly Review: Volume 54, Number 7. http://www.monthlyreview.org/1202editor.htm
However, direct U.S. access to oil and the profits of U.S. oil corporations are not enough by themselves to explain overriding U.S. interests in the Middle East. Rather the United States sees the whole region as a crucial part of its strategy of global power. The occupation of Iraq and the installation of a regime under American control would leave Iran (itself an oil power and part of Bush’s “Axis of Evil”) almost completely surrounded by U.S. military bases in Central Asia to the north, Turkey and Iraq to the west, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Qatar and Oman to the south, and Pakistan and Afghanistan to the east. It would make it easier for the United States to protect planned oil pipelines extending from the Caspian Sea in Central Asia through Afghanistan and Pakistan to the Arabian Sea. It would give Washington a much more solid military base in the Middle East, where it already has tens of thousands of troops located in ten countries. It would increase U.S. leverage in relation to Saudi Arabia and other Middle Eastern states. It would strengthen the global superpower’s efforts to force terms favorable to Israeli expansion, and the dispossession of the Palestinians, on the entire Middle East. It would make the rising economic power of China, along with Europe and Japan, increasingly dependent on a U.S. dominated oil regime in the Middle East for their most vital energy needs. Control of oil through military force would thus translate into greater economic, political, and military power, on a global scale. 
[
] Link turn – US absence  undermines imperialism

Johnson 2007 (Chalmers, president of the Japan Policy Research Institute Thursday, February 22, 2007 “737 U.S. Military Bases = Global Empire” http://www.alternet.org/story/47998 Accessed: July 01)

When the United States is not present in a country as its conqueror or military savior, as it was in Germany, Japan, and Italy after World War II and in South Korea after the 1953 Korean War armistice, it is much more difficult to secure the kinds of agreements that allow the Pentagon to do anything it wants and that cause a host nation to pick up a large part of the costs of doing so. When not based on conquest, the structure of the American empire of bases comes to look exceedingly fragile.

AT: IMMEDIATE WITHDRAWAL

[
]  Immediate withdrawal bad- leaves behind billions worth in equipment

Farrell (Stephen Farrell is a New York Times reporter who was kidnapped by militants in northern Afghanistan on Sept. 5, 2009) and Bumiller,(Elisabeth Bumiller was the Times' White House correspondent from September 10, 2001 until 2007) March 31, 2010, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/01/world/01logistics.html?_r=2 “No shortcuts when Military Moves a war”

In trying to speed 30,000 reinforcements into Afghanistan while reducing American forces in Iraq by 50,000, American commanders are orchestrating one of the largest movements of troops and matériel since World War II. Military officials say that transporting so many people and billions of dollars’ worth of equipment, weapons, housing, fuel and food in and out of both countries between now and an August deadline is as critical and difficult as what is occurring on the battlefield.  Military officials, who called the start of the five-month logistics operation “March Madness,” say it is like trying to squeeze a basketball through a narrow pipe, particularly the supply route through the Khyber Pass linking Pakistan and Afghanistan. 
[
] More ev.
Farrell (Stephen Farrell is a New York Times reporter who was kidnapped by militants in northern Afghanistan on Sept. 5, 2009) and Bumiller,(Elisabeth Bumiller was the Times' White House correspondent from September 10, 2001 until 2007) March 31, 2010, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/01/world/01logistics.html?_r=2 “No shortcuts when Military Moves a war”

So many convoys loaded with American supplies came under insurgent attack in Pakistan last year that the United States military now tags each truck with a GPS device and keeps 24-hour watch by video feed at a military base in the United States. Last year the Taliban blew up a bridge near the pass, temporarily suspending the convoys.  “Hannibal trying to move over the Alps had a tremendous logistics burden, but it was nothing like the complexity we are dealing with now,” said Lt. Gen. William G. Webster, the commander of the United States Third Army, using one of the extravagant historical parallels that commanders have deployed for the occasion. He spoke at a military base in the Kuwaiti desert before a vast sandscape upon which were armored trucks that had been driven out of Iraq and were waiting to be junked, sent home or taken on to Kabul, Afghanistan.  The general is not moving elephants, but the scale and intricacy of the operation are staggering. The military says there are 3.1 million pieces of equipment in Iraq, from tanks to coffee makers, two-thirds of which are to leave the country. Of that, about half will go on to Afghanistan, where there are already severe strains on the system.  Overcrowding at Bagram Air Base, the military’s main flight hub in Afghanistan, is so severe that beds are at a premium and troops are jammed into tents alongside runways. Cargo planes, bombers, jet fighters, helicopters and drones are stacked up in the skies, waiting to land. 
AT: IMMEDIATE WITHDRAWAL

[
]  No solvency- logistics- Iraq withdrawal is struggling to meet the deadline now

Farrell (Stephen Farrell is a New York Times reporter who was kidnapped by militants in northern Afghanistan on Sept. 5, 2009) and Bumiller,(Elisabeth Bumiller was the Times' White House correspondent from September 10, 2001 until 2007) March 31, 2010, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/01/world/01logistics.html?_r=2 “No shortcuts when Military Moves a war”

All lethal supplies — weapons, armored trucks, eight-wheeled Stryker troop carriers — come in by air to avoid attacks, but everything else goes by sea and land. The standard route from Iraq to Afghanistan is south from Baghdad and down through Kuwait, by ship through the Persian Gulf and the Strait of Hormuz to Karachi, Pakistan, then overland once again. The “fob in a box” went on an experimental and potentially less expensive journey through Turkey to link up with a new northern route through Central Asia, which was opened last year for supplies going to Afghanistan from Europe and the United States as an alternative to the risky trip through Pakistan.  Both routes circle Iran, by far the most direct way to get from Baghdad to Kabul, but off limits because of the country’s hostile relationship with the United States. “These are the cards that we’re dealt,” said Gen. Duncan J. McNabb, who oversees all military logistics as the leader of the United States Transportation Command at Scott Air Force Base, Ill.  Nonlethal supplies flowing into Afghanistan include cement, lumber, blast barriers, septic tanks and rubberized matting, all to expand space at airfields and double, to 40, the number of forward operating bases in a country that has an infrastructure closer to the 14th century than the 21st.  Nonlethal supplies flowing into Afghanistan include cement, lumber, blast barriers, septic tanks and rubberized matting, all to expand space at airfields and double, to 40, the number of forward operating bases in a country that has an infrastructure closer to the 14th century than the 21st.  Gen. David H. Petraeus of the United States Central Command, in another grand historical parallel, recently called the construction under way “the largest building boom in Afghanistan since Alexander built Kandahar,” a reference to the conqueror of Afghanistan in the fourth century B.C.  Food shipments alone are enough to feed an army. The Defense Logistics Agency, which provides meals for 415,000 troops, contractors and American civilians each day in both wars, shipped 1.1 million frozen hamburger patties to Afghanistan in March alone, compared with 663,000 burgers in March 2009. The agency also supplied 27 million gallons of fuel to forces in Afghanistan this month, compared with 15 million gallons a year ago.  Commanders say that their chief worry is that the equipment and supplies will not arrive in sync with the troops. Their biggest enemy, they say, is the short time between now and August, the deadline set in separate plans for each war.  Early last year, President Obama and military commanders agreed on a withdrawal plan to reduce United States forces in Iraq to 50,000 by Aug. 31 ( 97,000 United States troops are there now), with all American forces out by 2011. Late last year, he pushed commanders to speed up the infusion of new troops into Afghanistan — military planners had originally said it would take 18 months — so that 30,000 new troops would get there by August. So far, about 6,000 of those reinforcements have arrived. Once they all get there, there will be close to 100,000 United States troops in Afghanistan.  “There is a great sense of urgency in getting in and getting effective,” said Vice Adm. Alan S. Thompson, the director of the Defense Logistics Agency. “The administration is concerned about being able to show results quickly.” There are obvious strains, he said, but “I think it’s doable.”  In the meantime, General McNabb, in yet another reference to Alexander the Great, said that when he took over the transportation command in 2008, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates reminded him of the well-known words attributed to the famous conqueror: “My logisticians are a humorless lot; they know if my campaign fails they are the first ones I will slay.”  Mr. Gates had his own words of advice. “He just said, ‘Hey, it’s a tough job, better figure it out,’ ” General McNabb said.

AT: IMMEDIATE WITHDRAWAL

[
] U.S. military leaves equipment behind that is sold to Iraqi civilians
Reuters ( Matt Robinson) ,  June 21, 2010 “U.S. pullout from Iraq triggers epic garage sale” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSLDE65F0ZX
BAGHDAD (Reuters) - The detritus of occupation comes in all shapes and sizes.
Combat operations end in August and troop numbers drop to 50,000 by September 1, before a full withdrawal by the end of 2011.  Much of their hardware goes to U.S. forces in Afghanistan or is repatriated. Some equipment goes to the Iraqi government.  More than 370 bases have been handed over, and the military says it is "transitioning" to Iraq 62,000 excess items, including vehicles and office furniture. A visible legacy of the invasion is a huge fleet of oil-thirsty SUVs plying Iraqi roads.  Items such as washing machines, air-conditioners, driers, refrigerators and lights are being sold to the public.  "This year, we've pushed out 20 million pounds (9,000 metric tons) and we've received roughly $500,000 that has gone back into the state treasury," U.S. Brigadier General Gustave Perna said at a briefing.  The military says its clean-out procedures are "deliberate and systematic" and that it has treated and disposed of more than 130,000 metric tons of toxic waste.  Critics, however, point to the body armor and rifle parts that can be found in street markets, and to reports of toxic materials turning up in open dumps, as evidence of corner-cutting and corruption.  "They (the U.S.) dump it in this deserted land, and along comes the ordinary man to buy it," said Ramadi dealer Ahmed.  Mohammed al-Saiedi, a trader at the Haraj market, said he started selling U.S. gear in 2004, as Iraq spiraled out of control and the economy ground to a halt.  "I used to sell sunglasses before the fall of the regime, but it was a bit slow," he said.  Like Iraq, traders of U.S. hardware face an unclear future.  "Dealing with the Americans is not 'haram' (unclean). It's business," the Karrada store-owner said, asking not to be named. Behind him stood a bottle of "Anti Monkey Butt sweat absorber."  "They're quality products. People like them," he said. "When this runs out, I'll get a new job, or go back to selling shoes.U.S. equipment is left in the hands of Iraqi civilians when it is no longer needed- this gives terrorists easy access to military weapons

[
] Fast withdrawal forces America to leave military equipment behind

Wcbstv.com, Aug 30, 2007, “US/Eastern Study: Few Risks In U.S. Pullout From Iraq”, CBS News Interactive: Battle For Iraq, http://wcbstv.com/national/Iraq.withdrawal.troops.2.288445.html 

WASHINGTON (AP) ― Most U.S. troops can be withdrawn safely from Iraq in roughly one year and the Bush administration should begin planning the pullout immediately, according to a study released Wednesday. With the exception mostly of two brigades of about 8,000 troops who would remain in the touchy Kurdish region in the north for a year to guard against conflict with Turkey, the U.S. troops would be moved to Kuwait initially, says the study by the Center for American Progress, a self-described "progressive think tank" headed by John D. Podesta, a former chief of staff to former President Clinton. A brigade and an air wing of some 70 to 80 planes would remain in the Persian Gulf country indefinitely. Meanwhile, the withdrawal would give the United States leeway to add 20,000 troops to the 25,000 in Afghanistan trying to counter Taliban and al Qaeda forces. How fast the troops depart from Iraq and go home depends largely on how much essential equipment goes along with the withdrawal, according to the study. The troops could be out of Iraq in no more than three months if the equipment is left behind, a course not proposed in the study. On the other hand, "if the United States does not set a specific timetable, our military forces and our overall national security will remain hostage to events on the ground in Iraq," the report said.  Even worse, an all-out civil war could compel a withdrawal of the U.S. troops, now numbering about 160,000, in three months' time, which would force leaving valuable equipment behind and preventing control of an orderly exodus, the report said. 

AFF- ANTI-IMPERIALISM = STATIST

[
] Anti-imperialism is an equally statist ideology- it just makes us shills for whatever smaller state is resisting imperial domination.
Jarach 2009 (Lawrence, “Anti-Imperialism: Yet Another Statist Ideology”, Anarchy: A Journal of Desire Armed,  http://www.anarchymag.org/node/28  Accessed 7/1/10 GAL)

During the era of neo-colonialism, the Anti-Imperialist was primarily interested in supporting whatever National Liberation outfit happened to be causing the most problems for American and/or British (and to a lesser extent French, Portuguese, and Dutch) foreign policy, using the binary logic that the enemy of one’s enemy is one’s friend. What that meant in practice was that the Anti-Imperialist was nothing more than a shill for a smaller state (or a state in the making). Adhering to the ideology of Anti-Imperialism was a way to advocate something called Revolution, while avoiding the problems associated with local and international class struggle. The Oppressed Nation (usually represented by the Stalino-Maoist National Liberation Front) became the revolutionary subject, supplanting the more familiar international working class. Anti-imps, who would never even consider sitting in the same room as a local Stalinist, gleefully expressed their active solidarity with the new rulers of formerly colonized countries, even going so far as to excuse the liquidation of dissident Leftists in North Vietnam and the suppression of striking workers in Castro’s Cuba. 

No anarchist would be in favor of imperialism (or sexism, or racism, or fascism) of course, but declaring oneself to be an Anti-Imperialist still means one of two things (and perhaps an overlap of the two). On the one hand it is an empty and passive opinion, requiring no particular strategy or action, and needing no explanation. On the other hand, it doesn’t just mean that one is against imperialism; it specifies a particular way to fight against imperialism—that is Anti-Imperialism. It still means taking sides in disputes between parties vying for government control (either trying to keep it or trying to overthrow it). Anti-Imperialism remains attractive to Leftists precisely because it mandates that anti-imps support whatever Popular Front-type formation happens to be in an antagonistic relationship toward a chosen imperial state; thus it requires little in the way of critical thinking. Anti-Imperialism is an unthinking person’s revolutionary (im)posture.
Framework 2AC (Short Version)

1. Framework. The affirmative must defend a theoretical implementation of the plan by the federal government versus the status quo or competitive policy option. Changing this decision calculus is a voting issue for fairness.

A. Predictability – the word resolved proves the grammar of the resolution is based upon enacting a policy. They justify arbitrarily changing the question of the debate to an infinite number of potential frameworks, ensuring the negative always wins. Grammar is the only predictable basis for determining the meaning of the resolution; it’s the basis for how words interact together. Ignoring it justifies changing the focus of the debate on either side, mooting the resolution all together. A definition of resolved proves our argument.  
Words and Phrases 1964 Permanent Edition 

Definition of the word “resolve,” given by Webster is “to express an opinion or determination by resolution or vote; as ‘it was resolved by the legislature;” It is of similar force to the word “enact,” which is defined by Bouvier as meaning “to establish by law”. 
B. Ground – accessing our advantages is predicated upon enacting the plan. A new framework or roll of the ballot allows them to ignore the entire 1ac, co​opting 2ac offense. 

C.
 Utopian – their alternative justifies non institutional fiat. Restricting the negative to public institutions is the only way to pin the negative down with a stable advocacy and is necessary to prevent infinitely regressive object fiat of private citizens or corporations.  

D. Our theory disad outweighs your criticism.  
Shively, Prof Politics at Tx A&M, 2k4 (Political Theory and Partisan Politics p 180) 

The ambiguists must say "no" to—they must reject and limit—some ideas and actions. In what follows, we will also find that they must say "yes" to some things. In particular, they must say "yes" to the idea of rational persuasion. This means, first, that they must recognize the role of agreement in political contest, or the basic accord that is necessary to discord. The mistake that the ambiguists make here is a common one. The mistake is in thinking that agreement marks the end of contest—that consensus kills debate. But this is true only if the agreement is perfect—if there is nothing at all left to question or 

contest. In most cases, however, our agreements are highly imperfect. We agree on some matters but not on others, on generalities but not on specifics, on principles but not on their applications, and so on. And this kind of limited agreement is the starting condition of contest and debate. As John Courtney Murray writes: We hold certain truths; therefore we can argue about them. It seems to have been one of the corruptions of 

intelligence by positivism to assume that argument ends when agreement is reached. In a basic sense, the reverse is true. There can be no argument except on the premise, and within a context, of agreement. In other words, we cannot argue about something if we are not communicating: if we cannot agree on the topic and terms of argument or if we have utterly different ideas about what counts as evidence or good argument. At the very least, we must agree about what it is that is being debated before we can debate it. For instance, one cannot have an argument about euthanasia with someone who thinks euthanasia is a musical group. One cannot 

successfully stage a sit-in if one's target audience simply thinks everyone is resting or if those doing the sitting have no complaints. Nor can one demonstrate resistance to a policy if no one knows that it is a policy. In other words, contest is meaningless if there is a lack of agreement or communication about what is being contested. Resisters, demonstrators, and debaters must have some shared ideas about the subject and/or the terms of their disagreements. The participants and the target of a sit-in must share an understanding of the complaint at hand. And a demonstrator's 

audience must know what is being resisted. In short, the contesting of an idea presumes some agreement about what that idea is and how one might go about intelligibly contesting it. In other words, contestation rests on some basic agreement or harmony. 

Framework 2AC (Long Version)


1. Framework. The affirmative must defend a theoretical implementation of the plan by the federal government versus the status quo. Changing this decision calculus is a voting issue for fairness.  

A. Predictability – the word resolved proves the grammar of the resolution is based upon enacting a policy. They justify arbitrarily changing the question of the debate to an infinite number of potential frameworks, ensuring the negative always wins.  
Words and Phrases 1964 Permanent Edition 

Definition of the word “resolve,” given by Webster is “to express an opinion or determination by resolution or vote; as ‘it was resolved by the legislature;” It is of similar force to the word “enact,” which is defined by Bouvier as meaning “to establish by law”. 
B. Ground – accessing our advantages is predicated upon enacting the plan. A new framework or roll of the ballot allows them to ignore the entire 1ac, co-oopting 2ac offense. 

2. This straight turns their K  

The negative will always win that the principles of their advocacy are good in the abstract however we can only test the merits of the affirmative if they negate the specific consequences of political implementation 

Michael Ignatieff, Carr professor of human rights at Harvard, 2k4 Lesser Evils p. 20-1 

As for moral perfectionism, this would be the doctrine that a liberal state should never have truck with dubious moral means and should spare its officials the hazard of having to decide between lesser and greater evils. A moral perfectionist position also holds that states can spare their officials this hazard simply by adhering to the universal moral standards set out in human rights conventions and the laws of war. There 

are two problems with a perfectionist stance, leaving aside the question of whether it is realistic. The first is that 

articulating nonrevocable, nonderogable moral standards is relatively easy. The problem is deciding how to apply them in specific cases. What is the line between interrogation and torture, between targeted killing and unlawful assassination, between preemption and aggression? Even when legal and moral distinctions between these are clear in the abstract, abstractions are less than helpful when political leaders have to choose between them in practice. Furthermore, the problem with perfectionist standards is that they contradict each other. The same person who shudders, rightly, at the prospect of torturing a suspect might be prepared to kill the same suspect in a preemptive attack on a terrorist base. Equally, the perfectionist commitment to the right to life might preclude such attacks altogether and restrict our response to judicial pursuit of offenders through process of law. Judicial responses to the problem of terror have their place, but they are no substitute for military operations when terrorists possess bases, training camps, and heavy weapons. To stick to a perfectionist commitment to the right to life when under terrorist attack might achieve moral consistency at the price of leaving us defenseless in the face of evildoers. Security, moreover, is a human right, and thus respect for one right might lead us to betray another. 
Framework 2AC (Long Version) 

Without predictable ground debate becomes meaningless and produces a political strategy wedded to violence that fails to achieve productive change 

Shively, Prof Politics at Tx A&M, 2k4 (Political Theory and Partisan Politics p 182) 

The point may seem trite, as surely the ambiguists would agree that basic terms must be shared before they can be resisted and problematized. In fact, they are often very candid about this seeming paradox in their approach: the paradoxical or "parasitic" need of the subversive for an order to subvert. But admitting the  paradox is not helpful if, as usually happens here, its implications are ignored; or if the only implication drawn is that order or harmony is an unhappy fixture of human life. For what the paradox should tell us is that some kinds of harmonies or orders are, in fact, good for resistance; and some ought to be fully supported. As such, it should counsel against the kind of careless rhetoric that lumps all orders or harmonies together as arbitrary and inhumane. Clearly some basic accord about the terms of contest is a necessary ground for all further contest. It may be that if the ambiguists wish to remain full-fledged ambiguists, they cannot admit to these implications, for to open the door to some agreements or reasons as good and some orders as helpful or necessary, is to open the door to some sort of rationalism. Perhaps they might just continue to insist that this initial condition is ironic, but that the irony should not stand in the way of the real business of subversion.Yet difficulties remain. For agreement is not simply the initial condition, but the continuing ground, for contest. If we are to successfully communicate our disagreements, we cannot simply agree on basic terms and then proceed to debate without attention to further agree​ments. For debate and contest are forms of dialogue: that is, they are activities premised on the building of progressive agreements. Imagine, for instance, that two people are having an argument about the issue of gun control. As noted earlier, in any argument, certain initial agreements will be needed just to begin the discussion. At the very least, the two discussants must agree on basic terms: for example, they must have some shared sense of what gun control is about; what is at issue in arguing about it; what facts are being contested, and so on. They must also agree—and they do so simply by entering into debate—that they will not use violence or threats in making their cases and that they are willing to listen to, and to be persuaded by, good arguments. Such agreements are simply implicit in the act of argumentation. 

Framework 2AC (Long Version) 

Exploding predictable limits neutralizes the discursive benefits to debate and renders their advocacy meaningless—only our interpretation preserves the revolutionary potential of a deliberative activity 

Shively, Prof Politics at Tx A&M, 2k4 (Political Theory and Partisan Politics p 180) 

'Thus far, I have argued that if the ambiguists mean to be subversive about anything, they need to be conservative about some things. They need to be steadfast supporters of the structures of openness and democracy: willing to say "no" to certain forms of contest; willing to set up certain clear limitations about acceptable behavior. To this, finally, I would add that if the ambiguists mean to stretch the bound​aries of behavior—if they want to be revolutionary and disruptive in their skepticism and iconoclasm— they need first to be firm believers in something. Which is to say, again, they need to set clear limits about what they will and will not support, what they do and do not believe to be best. As G. K. Chesterton observed, the true revolutionary has always willed something "definite and limited." For example, "The Jacobin could tell you not only the system he would rebel against, but (what was more important) the system he would not rebel against..." He "desired the freedoms of democracy." He "wished to have votes and not to have titles . . ." But "because the new rebel is a skeptic"—because he cannot bring himself to will something definite and limited— "he cannot be a revolutionary." For "the fact that he wants to doubt everything really gets in his way when he wants to denounce anything" (Chesterton 1959,41). Thus, the most radical skepticism ends in the most radical conservatism. In other words, a refusal to judge among ideas and activities is, in the end, an endorsement of the status quo. To embrace everything is to be unable to embrace a particular plan of action, for to embrace a particular plan of action is to reject all others, at least for that moment. Moreover, as observed in our discussion of openness, to embrace everything is to embrace self-contradiction: to hold to both one's purposes and to that which defeats one's purposes—to tolerance and intolerance, open-mindedness and close-mindedness, democracy and tyranny. In the same manner, then, the ambiguists' refusals to will something "definite and limited" undermines their revolutionary impulses. In their refusal to say what they will not celebrate and what they will not rebel against, they deny themselves (and everyone else in their political world) a particular plan or ground to work from. By refusing to deny incivility, they deny themselves a civil public space from which to speak. They cannot say "no" to the terrorist who would silence dissent. They cannot turn their backs on the bullying of the white supremacist. And, as such, in refusing to bar the tactics of the anti-democrat, they refuse to support the tactics of the democrat. In short, then, to be a true ambiguist, there must be some limit to what is ambiguous. To fully support political contest, one must fully support some uncontested rules and reasons. To generally reject the silencing or exclusion of others, one must sometimes silence or exclude those who reject civility and democracy. 
Framework 2AC (Long Version) 

Participants will literally quit without fairness

Spiece 2k3 Traditional Policy Debate: Now More Than Ever Patrick Speice, Wake Forest University,  and Jim Lyle, Debate Coach, Clarion University 2003 - Oceans Policy Adrift 

As with any game or sport, creating a level playing field that affords each competitor a fair chance 

of victory is integral to the continued existence of debate as an activity. If the game is slanted 

toward one particular competitor, the other participants are likely to pack up their tubs and go 

home, as they don’t have a realistic shot of winning such a “rigged game.” Debate simply wouldn’t 

be fun if the outcome was pre-determined and certain teams knew that they would always win or lose. 
The incentive to work hard to develop new and innovative arguments would be non-existent 

because wins and losses would not relate to how much research a particular team did. TPD, as 

defined above, offers the best hope for a level playing field that makes the game of debate fun 

and educational for all participants. 
The critical thinking and argumentative skills offered by debate outweigh any impact they can weigh against our framework. It’s not the content of our arguments, but the skills we learn which increase our quality of life.  

Dickson, 2k4 Assistant Prof at Queens Collage, Developing "Real-World Intelligence": Teaching Argumentative Writing through Debate  Randi Dickson. English Journal. (High school edition). 
In learning about argument and preparing debates, students learn critical-thinking skills, such as the ability to "identify an issue, consider different views, form and defend a viewpoint, and consider and respond to counterarguments" (Yeh 49). Yeh's study, an important examination of the "effectiveness of two heuristics based on Toulmin's (1958) model of argument and classical rhetoric for helping middle-school students . . . write argumentative essays" (49), begins by examining the place of argument in school and the workplace. He says, "The ability to write effective arguments influences grades, academic success, and preparation for college and employment" (49), and he examines the importance of being able to "pose and defend contestable ideas" (MacKinnon, qtd. in Yeh 51) in most academic and workplace settings. Argumentation and debate are crucial to participation in democracy. Richard Fulkerson, in Teaching the Argument in Writing, says, "As I perceive argumentation, it is the chief cognitive activity by which a democracy, a field of study, a corporation, or a committee functions. . . . And it is vitally important that high school and college students learn both to argue well and to critique the arguments of others" (16). Deanna Kuhn, author of "Thinking as Argument," would concur. Results from her research study indicate that "[i]t is in argument that we find the most significant way in which higher order thinking and reasoning figure in the lives of most people" and that "social contexts, such as the classroom, are the most promising arena for practicing and developing argumentative thinking skills" (155). Kuhn looks to the skills developed when students learn argument as being vital to all aspects of life. Beyond the next grade and the next job, she believes that thinking as argument reflects "real-world intelligence" and that "no other kind of thinking matters more-or contributes more-to the quality and fulfillment of people's lives, both individually and collectively" (156). The ability to form and hold beliefs, make judgments, and consider opposing views is vital to the significant decisions that people make in their lives. 

Demands on State Good – Zizek

Demands on the state are more effective than radical rejections—a modest distance threatens the system more than pure critique

Slavoj Zizek, researcher at University of Ljubljana, 1998. (Law and the Postmodern Mind, ed. Goodrich, p. 91-2)

This dialectical tension between the vulnerability and invulnerability of the System also enables us to denounce the ulimate racist and/or sexist trick, that of “two birds in the bush instead of a bird in the hand”; when women demand simple equality, quasi-“feminists” often to pretend to offer “much more” (the role of the warm and wise “conscience of society,” elevated above the vulgar everyday competition and struggle for domination…)—the only proper answer to this offer, of course, is “no, thanks! Better is the enemy of the good! We do not want more, just equality!” Here, at least, the last lines in Now Voyager, (“Why reach for the moon, when we can have the stars”) are wrong. It is homologous with the Native American who wants to become integrated into the predominant “white” society, and a politically correct progressive liberal endeavors to convince him that he is thereby renouncing his very unique prerogative, the authentic native culture and tradition— no thanks, simple equality is enough, I also wouldn’t mind my part of consumerist alienation! … A modest demand of the excluded group for the full participation at the society’s universal rights is much more threatening for the system than the apparently much more “radical” rejection of the predominant “social values”  and the assertion of the superiority of one’s own culture. For a true feminist, Otto Weininger’s assertion that, although women are “ontologically false,” lacking the proper ethical stature, they should be acknowledged the same rights as men in public life, is infinitely more acceptable, than the false elevation of women that makes them “too good” for the banality of men’s rights.
Finally, the point about inherent transgression is not that every opposition, every attempt at subversion is ultimately “coopted.” On the contrary, the very fear of being coopted that makes us search for more and more “radical,” “pure” attitudes, is the supreme strategy of suspension or marginalization. The point is rather that true subversion is not always where it seems to be. Sometimes, a small distance is much more explosive for the system than an ineffective radical rejection. In religion, a small heresy can be more threatening than out-right atheism or passage to another religion; for a hard-line Stalinist, a Trotskyte is infinitely more threatening than a bourgeois liberal or social democrat. As le Carre put it, one true revisionist in the Central Committee is worth more than thousands of dissidents outside it. It was easy to dismiss Gorbachev for aiming only at improving the system, making it more efficient— he nonetheless set in motion its disintegration. So one should also bear in mind the obverse of the inherent transgression; one is tempted to paraphrease Freud’s claim from The Ego and the Id  that man is not only much more immoral than he believes, but also much more moral than he knows— the System is not only infinitely more resist and invulnerable than it may appear (it can coopt apparently subversive strategies, they can serve as its support,) it is also infinitely more vulnerable (a small revision etc. can have large unforeseen catastrophic consequences).
Roleplaying key to Education
Instrumental affirmation of a policy through role-playing is a prerequisite to liberal democratic participation

John Rawls,  The Law of Peoples, 1999, p. 56-57

To answer this question, we say that, ideally, citizens are to think of themselves as if they were legislators and ask themselves what statutes, supported by what reasons satisfying the criterion of reciprocity, they would think it most reasonable to enact. When firm and widespread, the disposition of citizens to view themselves as ideal legislators, and to repudiate government officials and candidates for public office who violate public reason, forms part of the political and social basis of liberal democracy and is vital for its enduring strength and vigor. Thus in domestic society citizens fulfill their duty of civility and support the idea of public reason, while doing what they can to hold government officials to it. This duty, like other political rights and duties, is an intrinsically moral duty. I emphasize that it is not a legal duty, for in that case it would be incompatible with freedom of speech. Similarly, the ideal of the public reason of free and equal peoples is realized, or satisfied, whenever chief executives and legislators, and other government officials, as well as candidates for public office, act from and follow the principles of the Law of Peoples and explain to other peoples their reasons for pursuing or revising a people’s foreign policy and affairs of state that involve other societies. As for private citizens, we say, as before, that ideally citizens are to think of themselves as if they were executives and legislators and ask themselves what foreign policy supported by what considerations they would think it most reasonable to advance. Once again, when firm and widespread, the disposition of citizens to view themselves as ideal executives and legislators, and to repudiate government officials and candidates for public office who violate the public reason of free and equal peoples, is part of the political and social basis of peace and understanding among peoples.

Debate’s presentation of alternatives and consequences distinguish its educational value from other forms of roleplaying.

Christopher C. Joyner (prof. of International law at Georgetown) Spring 1999 “teaching international law: views from an international relations political scientist” ILSA journal of international & comparative law 5 ILSA J Int’l & Comp L 377

Use of the debate can be an effective pedagogical tool for education in the social sciences. Debates, like other role-playing simulations, help students understand different perspectives on a policy issue by adopting a perspective as their own. But, unlike other simulation games, debates do not require that a student participate directly in order to realize the benefit of the game. Instead of developing policy alternatives and experiencing the consequences of different choices in a traditional role-playing game, debates present the alternatives and consequences in a formal, rhetorical fashion before a judgmental audience. Having the class audience serve as jury helps each student develop a well-thought-out opinion on the issue by providing contrasting facts and views and enabling audience members to pose challenges to each debating team.
CAP GOOD- MORALITY
Capitalism only moral choice
Dr. Andrew Bernstein , adjunct professor of philosophy at Pace University and at the SUNY, 2005 (Capitalism Magazine, 9/29, http://capmag.com/article.asp?ID=4399)
Capitalism protects the inalienable rights of the individual and is, therefore, the only moral system. Because it respects the minds and rights of all individuals, it thereby creates vast wealth, and is the only practical system. By contrast, statism systematically violates the rights of individuals and is, therefore, immoral. Because it suppresses the mind and violates men’s rights, it thereby causes abysmal poverty and is utterly impractical. 

Men’s choice today is stark: freedom and prosperity – or statism and misery. Capitalism, and the Enlightenment principles upon which it rests, if and when chosen, will bring freedom and prosperity to the oppressed masses of the 3rd World in the exact manner it did to the oppressed masses of feudal Europe. 

CAP GOOD- SOLVES VIOLENCE
Non – capitalist states have worst records of repression and violence

Dr. Andrew Bernstein , adjunct professor of philosophy at Pace University and at the SUNY, 2005 (Capitalism Magazine, 9/29, http://capmag.com/article.asp?ID=4399)

Cures for disease, economic growth, agricultural and industrial revolutions – the means by which human beings rise above deprivation and misery – are products of the rational mind operating under conditions of political-economic freedom. Capitalism provides those conditions; feudalism did not. 

But today, despite the lessons of the past, political dictatorships even worse than those of feudal Europe proliferate across the globe. For example, though Communism today may be in its death throes, it butchered 100 million innocent victims in 80 years and still enslaves and murders innocent men in China, in Cuba and in North Korea. More broadly, statism – the subjugation of the individual by the state – exists everywhere. Brutal theocracies and military dictatorships in the Middle East murder their own citizens, and sponsor terrorist attacks against the world’s freest country, the United States. In Africa, individual rights and liberty are non-existent – the continent bristles with military and/or tribal dictatorships. For too long the situation was no different in Haiti and only slightly better throughout Latin and South America, where sundry tin pot dictators were and remain the rule. Today, more than 225 years after the American Revolution, freedom is virtually unknown around the globe 

In North Korea, Communist oppression is unspeakable. As merely one example, political prisoners are enslaved, starved and used for target practice by guards and troops. In Iraq, under Saddam Hussein, the torture and execution of political prisoners was routine. In Afganistan, the Taliban denied the right to an independent life to the entire female gender, oppressing by that policy alone one/half of the country’s population. Further, to be brutally honest, any degree of freedom is virtually unknown on the African continent.14 

One example is Sudan. Its dictator, Omar Hassan Ahmed al-Bashir, continued the policies of one of his predecessors, Jaafar Nimeri, persecuting the non-Muslim and black population of the country’s south. Human Rights Watch Africa labeled Sudan’s record on rights “abysmal,” and reported that all forms of political opposition were banned, both legally and by means of systematic terror. The war against blacks and Christians in the south continued, including the bombing of villages. As part of the ongoing war, the ancient practice of slavery was revived there, as well. “Slavery in the Sudan is in part a result of a 15-year war by the Muslim north against the black Christian and animist south. Arab militias, armed by the Khartoum government, raid villages, mostly of the Dinka tribe. They shoot the men and enslave the women and children. Women and children are kept as personal property or they’re taken north and auctioned off…In Sudanese slave markets, a woman or a child can be purchased for $90.” Such U.S. organizations as the American Anti-Slavery Group have a stopgap mission of buying, at a cost of $85 each, black women and children whom the Sudanese Muslims capture, enslave and torture. The purchase made by these groups emancipate the slaves. 15 

In Rwanda in 1994, Hutu tribesmen slaughtered hundreds of thousands of innocent victims, mostly members of the Tutsi tribe, hacking them to pieces with machetes, then stacking the corpses in piles like so much cordwood. The Hutus butchered 800,000 men, women and children in 100 days, averaging 8,000 murders per day in “the fastest, most efficient killing spree of the twentieth century.” 16 

The non-capitalist nations of the Communist and 3rd Worlds are brutal dictatorships, often wracked by bloody, internecine tribal warfare, in which the principles of individual rights and liberty are utterly unknown. Crucially, the rational mind is repudiated in these societies in favor of tribalism, faith and unremitting brute force. It should, therefore, come as no surprise that millions of individuals subsist in the most abysmal poverty in these countries – a destitution undreamed of in the capitalist world for almost 2 centuries. 

In Sudan, for example, per capita GDP is $296.00 per year; in Rwanda, it is $227.00; in Communist North Korea, where nighttime satellite photographs reveal utter darkness because the country lacks electricity, conditions are just as grim. Despite massive aid from the capitalist West, tens of thousands of human beings, by conservative estimate, starved to death there in recent years. By contrast, the freer, semi-capitalist South Korea enjoys living standards more than 30 times those of the North and is perpetually free of famine. Similarly, the per capita standard of living for Cuban-Americans in Miami is roughly 20 times what it is for those trapped in the prison of Castro’s Cuba. In Communist Vietnam, per capita GDP is $331 and the economy is stagnating, while its freer, semi-capitalist neighbor, Thailand, enjoys a per capita GDP 8 times that and growing. Just as there is a stunning correlation in the world between freedom and prosperity, so there is an equally stunning correlation between statism and destitution. By the standards of capitalist America, poverty is reached when one descends to the threshold of $4,000.00 per year – an income 10 or 12 or 15 times the average figure in non-capitalist countries of both the past and the present. 17 

The non-capitalist nations of the world today are more brutally repressed even than those of feudal Europe, which explains why, despite the global diffusion of American technology, their living standards are virtually identical to that earlier era. When the mind is suppressed, technological, industrial and agricultural development – the achievements of the mind – are stifled. 

CAP GOOD- FREEDOM, VTL
Cap = freedom & increase living standards

Dr. Andrew Bernstein , adjunct professor of philosophy at Pace University and at the SUNY, 2005 (Capitalism Magazine, 9/29, http://capmag.com/article.asp?ID=4399
The Enlightenment upheld three fundamental principles: the rational mind, the rights of the individual, political-economic freedom. These principles form the essence of capitalism. Capitalism is – historically and philosophically – the political/economic system of the Enlightenment. 

The results, in action, have been dramatic. With the mind glorified and liberated, it has created a technological, industrial and agricultural revolution in the Western world. Thinkers such as James Watt, Edward Jenner, Samuel Morse, Cyrus McCormick, Thomas Edison, Alexander Graham Bell, and the Wright Brothers developed the steam engine, the cure for smallpox, the telegraph, the reaper, the electric lighting system, the telephone, the airplane respectively – and such a list merely scratches the surface of life-promoting advances created during the capitalist era. As Ayn Rand established in Atlas Shrugged, the mind is man’s instrument of survival, and the mind requires freedom. When the mind is free, it creates abundance. Capitalism, the system of freedom, is the system of the mind – or, stated conversely: capitalism, the system of the mind, is the system of freedom. 

This is the fundamental reason that the capitalist nations have created the enormous prosperity they have, a staggering amount of wealth undreamed of in the pre-capitalist eras and societies. The correlation between freedom and wealth in the world today is stunning. The Index of Economic Freedom, published jointly by the Wall Street Journal and the Heritage Foundation, shows this clearly. The Index ranks 155 nations in terms of freedom and shows the economic results. For example, Hong Kong, ranked number one in freedom, has a per capita GDP of $21,726. In less than 50 years, the freedom of Hong Kong fueled its growth from destitution to wealth, including for millions of penniless refugees who fled mainland Communism. Singapore, ranked number two in freedom, enjoys a per capita GDP of $31,139. The United States, ranked number five in freedom, has a per capita GDP of $31,201. 11 

The freedom of the capitalist countries has created the most upwardly mobile societies of history, with hundreds of millions of human beings currently enjoying middle class comforts -- people whose ancestors were poor just one or two centuries ago, or, in some cases, just decades ago. Further, according to the U.S. government, the poverty threshold for a family of four in 1997 was an annual income of roughly $16,400, i.e., at or below a per capita income of $4,100 per year. This certainly constitutes poverty by the standards of capitalist nations. But what are the standards of non-capitalist nations? 12

NO ALT
Every alternative system worse

 Locke, senior writer for the Ayn Rand Institute, 2003 (Edwin A. , Capitalism Magazine,9/12,  http://capmag.com/article.asp?ID=918)
The advantage of a global economy based on free trade and capitalism is so obvious and so enormous that it is difficult to conceive of anyone opposing it. The benefit is based on the law of comparative advantage: every country becomes more prosperous the more it invests in producing and exporting what it does best (in terms of quality, cost, uniqueness, etc.), and importing goods and services that other countries can produce more efficiently. For example, let us say that Nigerian companies can produce T-shirts for $1 a piece whereas U.S. companies can only produce them for $5 a piece. Under free trade, Americans will buy their T-shirts from Nigeria. This division of labor benefits people in both countries. Nigerians will have more money to buy food, clothing and housing. Americans will spend less on T-shirts and have more money to buy cell phones and SUVs, and the investment capital formerly spent on T-shirts will be put to more productive uses, say in the area of technology or drug research. Multiply this by millions of products and hundreds of countries and over time the benefits run into the trillions of dollars. 

How, then, do we reconcile the incredible benefits of global capitalism with the anti-globalization movement? The protestors make three claims repeatedly. 

First, they argue that multinational corporations are becoming too powerful and threaten the sovereignty of smaller nations. This is absurd on the face of it. Governments have the power of physical coercion (the gun); corporations do not; they have only the dollar--they function through voluntary trade. 

Second, anti-globalists claim that multinational companies exploit workers in poor countries by paying lower wages than they would pay in their home countries. Well, what is the alternative? It is: no wages!  The comparative advantage of poorer countries is precisely that their wages are low, thus reducing the costs of production. If multinational corporations had to pay the same wages as in their home countries, they would not bother to invest in poorer countries at all and millions of people would lose their livelihoods. 

Third, it is claimed that multinational corporations destroy the environments of smaller, poorer countries. Note that if 19th-century America had been subjected to the environmental legislation that now pervades most Western countries, we ourselves would still be a third-world country. Most of the industries that made the United States a world economic power--the steel, automobile, chemicals and electrical industries--would never have been able to develop. By what right do we deprive poor, destitute people in other countries from trying to create prosperity in the same way that we did, which is the only way possible? 

All of these objections to global capitalism are just rationalizations. The giveaway, and the clue to the real motive of today's left and their hangers-on, is that all their protests are against--they are anti-capitalism, anti-free trade, anti-using the environment for man's benefit--but they are not for anything. In the first third of the 20th century, most leftists were idealists--they stood for and fought for an imagined, industrialized utopia--Communism (or Socialism). The left's vision was man as a selfless slave of the state, and the state as the omniscient manager of the economy. 

However, instead of prosperity, happiness and freedom, Communism and Socialism produced nothing but poverty, misery and terror (witness Soviet Russia, North Korea and Cuba, among others). Their system had to fail, because it was based on a lie. You cannot create freedom and happiness by destroying individual rights; and you cannot create prosperity by negating the mind and evading the laws of economics. 

Furious over the fact that their envisioned utopia has collapsed in ruins, the leftists now seek only destruction. They want to annihilate the system that has produced the very prosperity, happiness and freedom that their system could not produce. That system is capitalism, the system of true social justice where people are free to produce and keep what they earn. 

The fact that free trade is now becoming truly global is one of the most important achievements in the history of mankind. If, in the end, it wins out over statism, global capitalism will bring about the greatest degree of prosperity and the greatest period of peaceful cooperation in world history. 

We should scornfully ignore the nihilist protestors--they have nothing positive to offer. We should not only allow global capitalism; we should welcome it and foster it in every way possible. It is time to rephrase Karl Marx: Workers of the world unite for global capitalism; you have nothing to lose but your poverty.
CAP GOOD- DEMOCRACY
A. Only capitalist societies can be democratic – empirics prove

Wilson , Phd PoliSci U of Chicago ,Former professor at UCLA , ’95 ( James , “Capitalism and morality” , http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0377/is_n121/ai_17489592/, Damien-AV)

However one judges that debate, it is striking that in 1970 - at a time when socialism still had many defenders, when certain

American economists (and the CIA!) were suggesting that the Soviet economy was growing faster than the American, when books were being written explaining how Fidel Castro could achieve by the use of moral incentives" what other nations achieved by employing material ones-kristol and Bell saw that the great test of capitalism would not be economic but moral. Time has proved them right. Except for a handful of American professors, everyone here and abroad now recognizes that capitalism produces greater material abundance for more people than any other economic system ever invented. The evidence is not in dispute. A series of natural experiments were conducted on a scale that every social scientist must envy. Several nationschina, Germany, Korea, and Vietnam - were sawed in two, and capitalism was installed in one part and "socialism"

in the other. In every case, the capitalist part out-produced, by a vast margin, the non-capitalist one. Moreover, it has become clear during the last half century that democratic regimes only flourish in capitalist societies. Not every nation with

something approximating capitalism is democratic, but every nation that is democratic is, to some significant degree,

capitalist. (By "capitalist," I mean that production is chiefly organized on the basis of privately owned enterprises, and exchange takes place primarily through voluntary markets.) If capitalism is an economic success and the necessary (but not sufficient) precondition for democracy, it only remains vulnerable on cultural and moral grounds. That is, of course, why today's radical intellectuals have embraced the more extreme forms of multiculturalism and postmodernism. These doctrines are an attack on the hegemony of bourgeois society and the legitimacy of bourgeois values. The attack takes various forms - denying the existence of any foundation for morality, asserting the incommensurability of cultural forms, rejecting the possibility of textual meaning, or elevating the claims of non-western (or non-white or non-Anglo) traditions. By whatever route it travels, contemporary radicalism ends with a rejection of the moral claims of capitalism. Because morality is meaningless, because capitalism is mere power, or because markets and corporations destroy culture, capitalism is arbitrary, oppressive, or corrupting.
Democracy prevents WMD warfare, environmental destruction, and genocide

Larry Diamond, Hoover Institution, Stanford University, December, 1995,(“PROMOTING DEMOCRACY IN THE 1990S”, Carnegie Corporation of New York, http://www.carnegie.org//sub/pubs/deadly/diam_rpt.html)

[This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness.The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and
prosperity can be built.
CAP GOOD- GROWTH

A. CAPITALISM IS THE ONLY SYSTEM THAT ENSURES ECONOMIC PROGRESS AND GROWTH

Reisman , Professor of Economics at Pepperdine University's Graziadio School of Business and Management , ’96 (George , “ECONOMICS AND CAPITALISM” , http://www.capitalism.net/Capitalism/Economics%20 and%20 Capitalism.htm , Damien-AV)
The combined effect of these institutions is economic progress—that is, the increase in the productive power of human

labor and the consequent enjoyment of rising standards of living. Economic progress is the natural accompaniment of

rationality and the freedom to act on it. This is so because the continued exercise of rationality creates a growing sum

of scientific and technological knowledge from generation to generation. This, together with the profit motive, the

freedom of competition, the incentive to save and accumulate capital, and the existence of a division-of-labor society,

is the essential basis of continuous economic progress.34 Economic progress is the leading manifestation of yet

another major institutional feature of capitalism: the harmony of the rational self-interests of all men, in which the

success of each promotes the well-being of all. The basis of capitalism's harmony of interests is the combination of freedom

and rational self-interest operating in the context of the division of labor, which is itself their institutional creation. Under freedom, no one may use force to obtain the cooperation of others. He must obtain their cooperation voluntarily. To do this, he must show them how cooperation with him is to their self-interest as well as his own, and, indeed, is more to their self-interest than pursuing any of the other alternatives that are open to them. To find customers or workers and suppliers, he must show how dealing with him benefits them as well as him, and benefits them more than buying from others or selling to others. As will be shown, the gains from the division of labor make the existence of situations of mutual benefit omnipresent under capitalism.35 The division of labor, in combination with the rest of capitalism, represents a regular, institutionalized arrangement whereby the mind of each in serving its individual possessor, serves the well-being of a multitude of others, and is motivated and enabled to serve their wellbeing better and better.In sum, capitalism, with its economic progress and prosperity, is the economic system of a free society. It is the economic system people achieve if they have freedom and are rational enough to use it to benefit themselves. As I have said, it represents a self-expanded power of human reason to serve human life.36

B) Growth key to prevent extinction

Michael G. Zey, Nationally recognized expert on the information revolution and professor at the Montclair State University School of Business, 98, Seizing the Future: The Imperative of Growth, pg.34.

Therefore, the species innately comprehends that it must engage in purposive actions in order to maintain its level of growth and progress. Humanity's future is conditioned by what I call the Imperative of Growth, a principle I will herewith describe along with its several corollaries. The Imperative of Growth states that in order to survive, any nation, indeed, the human race, must grow, both materially and intellectually. The Macroindustrial Era represents growth in the areas of both technology and human development, a natural stage in the evolution of the species' continued extension of its control over itself and its environment.
Although 5 billion strong, our continued existence depends on our ability to continue the progress we have been making at higher and higher levels. Systems, whether organizations, societies, or cells, have three basic directions in which to move. They can grow, decline, or temporarily reside in a state of equilibrium. These are the choices. Choosing any alternative to growth, for instance, stabilization of production/consumption through zero-growth policies, could have alarmingly pernicious side effects, including extinction.
CAP GOOD- ENVIRONMENT

A. Capitalism protects the environment: Privatization of property creates an incentive to protect the environment for future profit

Norberg, Senior Fellow At Cato, ‘3 (Johan , In Defense of Global Capitalism,Cato Institute,P.234-237, Damien-AV)

The environmental question will not resolve itself. Proper rules are needed for the protection of water, soil, and air from destruction. Systems of emissions fees are needed to give polluters an interest in not damaging the environment for others. Many environmental issues also require international regulations and agreements, which confront us with entirely new challenges. Carbon dioxide emissions, for example, tend to increase rather than diminish when a country grows more affluent.

When talking about the market and the environment, it is important to realize that efforts in this quarter will be

facilitated by a freer, growing economy capable of using the best solutions, from both a natural and a human viewpoint. In

order to meet those challenges, it is better to have resources and advanced science than not to have them. Very often,

environmental improvements are due to the very capitalism so often blamed for the problems. The introduction of private property creates owners with long-term interests. Landowners must see to it that there is good soil or forest there tomorrow as well, because otherwise they will have no income later on, whether they continue using the land or intend to sell it. If the property is collective or government-owned, no one has any such long-term interest. On the contrary, everyone then has an interest in using up the resources quickly before someone else does. It was because they were common lands that the rain forests of the Amazon began to be rapidly exploited in the 1960s and 1970s and are still being rapidly exploited today. Only about a 10th of forests are recognized by the governments as privately owned, even though in practice Indians possess and inhabit large parts of them. It is the absence of definite fishing rights that causes (heavily subsidized) fishing fleets to try to vacuum the oceans of fish before someone else does. No wonder, then, that the most large-scale destruction of environment in history has occurred in the communist dictatorships, where all ownership was collective. A few years ago, a satellite image was taken of the borders of the Sahara, where the desert was spreading. Everywhere, the land was parched yellow, after nomads had overexploited the common lands and then moved on. But in the midst of this desert environment could be seen a small patch of green. This proved to be an area of privately owned land where the owners of the farm prevented overexploitation and engaged in cattle farming that was profitable in the long term.2S Trade and freight are sometimes criticized for destroying the environment, but the problem can be rectified with more efficient transport and purification techniques, as well as emissions fees to make the cost of pollution visible through pricing. The biggest environmental problems are associated with production and consumption, and there trade can make a positive contribution, even aside from the general effect it has on growth. Trade leads to a country's resources being used as efficiently as possible. Goods are produced in the places where production entails least expense and least wear and tear on the environment. That is why the amount of raw materials needed to make a given product keeps diminishing as productive efficiency improves. With modern production processes, 97 percent less metal is needed for a soft drink can than 30 years ago, partly because of the use of lighter aluminum. A car today contains only half as much metal as a car of 30 years ago. Therefore, it is better for production to take place where the technology exists, instead of each country trying to have production of its own, with all the consumption of resources that would entail. It is more environmentally friendly for a cold northern country to import meat from temperate countries than to waste resources on concentrated feed and the construction and heating of cattle pens for the purpose of native meat production.

B. Environmental Decay Risks Collapse Of Civilization

Dernbach 98 (John C. Associate Professor, Law, Widener University, “Sustainable Development as a Framework for National Governance,” CASE WESTERN RESERVE UNIVERSITY LAW REVIEW v. 49, Fall 1998, p. 16.)

The global scale and severity of environmental degradation and poverty are unprecedented in human history. Major adverse

consequences are not inevitable, but they are likely if these problems are not addressed. Many civilizations collapsed or

were severely weakened because they exhausted or degraded the natural resource base on which they

depended. n76 In addition, substantial economic and social inequalities have caused or contributed to many wars and revolutions. n77 These problems are intensified by the speed at which they have occurred and are worsening, making it difficult for natural systems to adapt. The complexity of natural and human systems also means that the effects of these problems are difficult to anticipate. The potential impact of global warming on the transmission of tropical diseases in a time of substantial international travel and commerce is but one example.

CAP GOOD- PEACE

The spread of capitalism will cause global peace

Bandow , senior fellow at the Cato Institute. He served as a special assistant to President Reagan, 11-10-‘5 ( Doug , “Spreading Capitalism Is Good for Peace” , http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=5193 , Damien-AV)

In a world that seems constantly aflame, one naturally asks: What causes peace? Many people, including U.S.

President George W. Bush, hope that spreading democracy will discourage war. But new research suggests that

expanding free markets is a far more important factor, leading to what Columbia University's Erik Gartzke calls a

"capitalist peace." It's a reason for even the left to support free markets. The capitalist peace theory isn't new:

Montesquieu and Adam Smith believed in it. Many of Britain's classical liberals, such as Richard Cobden, pushed free

markets while opposing imperialism. But World War I demonstrated that increased trade was not enough. The

prospect of economic ruin did not prevent rampant nationalism, ethnic hatred, and security fears from trumping the

power of markets. An even greater conflict followed a generation later. Thankfully, World War II left war essentially

unthinkable among leading industrialized - and democratic - states. Support grew for the argument, going back to

Immanual Kant, that republics are less warlike than other systems. Today's corollary is that creating democracies out

of dictatorships will reduce conflict. This contention animated some support outside as well as inside the United States

for the invasion of Iraq. But Gartzke argues that "the 'democratic peace' is a mirage created by the overlap between

economic and political freedom." That is, democracies typically have freer economies than do authoritarian states.

Thus, while "democracy is desirable for many reasons," he notes in a chapter in the latest volume of Economic

Freedom in the World, created by the Fraser Institute, "representative governments are unlikely to contribute directly

to international peace." Capitalism is by far the more important factor. The shift from statist mercantilism to high-tech

capitalism has transformed the economics behind war. Markets generate economic opportunities that make war less

desirable. Territorial aggrandizement no longer provides the best path to riches. Free-flowing capital markets and

other aspects of globalization simultaneously draw nations together and raise the economic price of military conflict.

Moreover, sanctions, which interfere with economic prosperity, provides a coercive step short of war to achieve

foreign policy ends. Positive economic trends are not enough to prevent war, but then, neither is democracy. It long

has been obvious that democracies are willing to fight, just usually not each other. Contends Gartzke, "liberal political

systems, in and of themselves, have no impact on whether states fight." In particular, poorer democracies perform like

non-democracies. He explains: "Democracy does not have a measurable impact, while nations with very low levels of

economic freedom are 14 times more prone to conflict than those with very high levels." Gartzke considers other

variables, including alliance memberships, nuclear deterrence, and regional differences. Although the causes of

conflict vary, the relationship between economic liberty and peace remains. His conclusion hasn't gone unchallenged.

Author R.J. Rummel, an avid proponent of the democratic peace theory, challenges Gartzke's methodology and

worries that it "may well lead intelligent and policy-wise analysts and commentators to draw the wrong conclusions

about the importance of democratization." Gartzke responds in detail, noting that he relied on the same data as most

democratic peace theorists. If it is true that democratic states don't go to war, then it also is true that "states with

advanced free market economies never go to war with each other, either." The point is not that democracy is valueless.

Free political systems naturally entail free elections and are more likely to protect other forms of liberty - civil and

economic, for instance. However, democracy alone doesn't yield peace. To believe is does is dangerous: There's no

panacea for creating a conflict-free world. That doesn't mean that nothing can be done. But promoting open

international markets - that is, spreading capitalism - is the best means to encourage peace as well as prosperity. Notes

Gartzke: "Warfare among developing nations will remain unaffected by the capitalist peace as long as the economies

of many developing countries remain fettered by governmental control." Freeing those economies is critical. It's a

particularly important lesson for the anti-capitalist left. For the most part, the enemies of economic liberty also most

stridently denounce war, often in near-pacifist terms. Yet they oppose the very economic policies most likely to

encourage peace. If market critics don't realize the obvious economic and philosophical value of markets - prosperity

and freedom - they should appreciate the unintended peace dividend. Trade encourages prosperity and stability;

technological innovation reduces the financial value of conquest; globalization creates economic interdependence,

increasing the cost of war. Nothing is certain in life, and people are motivated by far more than economics. But it

turns out that peace is good business. And capitalism is good for peace.

CAP GOOD- PEACE

Capitalism is the greatest guarantor of peace – trade binds countries together

Harry Browne [Financial Advisor for CNN, Why Government Doesn’t Work, December 1995. Pg. 148]

The greatest guarantor of peace isn't a strong military or an international organization. It is free trade among countries.

When people can buy and sell freely with people in another country, they have a good reason to discourage their

leaders from going to war with that country. This interdependence is a far more reliable guarantor of peace than

foreign aid, arms sales, and treaties.

Winston Churchill put it very well back in 1903:

. . . the fact that this great trade exists between nations binds them together in spite of themselves, and has in the last

thirty years done more to preserve the peace of the world than all the Ambassadors, Prime Ministers, and Foreign

Secretaries and Colonial Secretaries put together.

When a government excludes other countries from sources of raw materials or from markets for their wares, it

undermines the economic motives for maintaining peace.

CAPITALISM MITIGATES ALL GLOBAL WARS BY DESTROYING ALL INCENTIVE TO INITIATE WAR

Johan Norberg, Senior Fellow CATO Institute, 2003, (Roger Tanner, Julian Sanchez, from the book In Defense of Global Capitalism, pp. 40 - 42)

[The number of wars has diminished by half during the past decade, and today less than 1 percent of the world's population are directly affected by military conflicts. One reason is that democracies simply do not make war on each other; another is that international exchange makes conflict less interesting. With freedom of movement and free trade, citizens are not all that interested in the size of their country. People create prosperity, not by annexing land from another country, but by carrying on trade with that land and its resources. If, on the other hand, the world consists of self-contained nation states, the land of other countries has no value until one is able to seize it.

"The ox made peace" is a 16th-century saying from the border country between Denmark and Sweden. Farmers near the border made peace with each other against the wishes of their rulers ', because they wanted to trade meat and butter for herring and spices.

In the trenchant words of the 19th-century French liberal Frederic Bastiat, "If goods do not cross borders, soldiers will." Mutual dependence means fewer potential causes of conflict between states. Cross-ownership, multinational corporations, investment, and privately owned natural resources make it hard to tell where one country really ends and another begins. Several centuries ago, when the Swedes pillaged Europe, it was other people's resources they wrecked and stole. If they were to do the same thing today, the victims would include many Swedish companies, not to mention Swedish capital and Swedish export markets.

It has been asserted that the globalist challenge to nation-states leads to separatism and to local and ethnic conflicts. There is

indeed a risk of separatist activity when national power is called into question, and the tragedy of the former Yugoslavia is

evidence of the bloody conflicts that can follow. But the number of major internecine conflicts—those costing more than a

thousand lives— fell from 20 to 13 between 1991 and 1998. Nine of those conflicts occurred in Africa, the world's least

democratized, least globalized, and least capitalist continent. The conflicts that follow the collapse of totalitarian states are

primarily power struggles in temporary power vacuums. In several countries, centralization has prevented the evolution of stable, democratic institutions and civil societies and when centralization disappears, chaos ensues pending the establishment of new institutions. There is no reason for believing this to be a new trend in a more internationalized and democratic world. ]

Capitalism Inevitable
Capitalism is inevitable:

A. People wont follow the anticapitalist movement

Goozner , 4-19-‘5 (Merril , “Can We Housebreak Capitalism” , http://www.prospect.org/cs/articles?article=can _we_ housebreak_capitalism , Damien-AV)

This small army, in thrall to an ideology of free-market fundamentalism and almost always on a corporate

payroll, has waged a 30 Years War against government regulation of all types. It's in the past four years,

though, that this small coterie and its Republican allies have managed an across-the-board assault on the

gains of previous eras. They have gotten away with this attack in large part because of the tremendous

regulatory successes of earlier reform eras: The public that demanded these changes in the first place takes

them so much for granted that it rarely gives a thought to the hidden hand of government behind them -- or to

the possibility that it might disappear.

B. Individual materialism is part of human nature and cant be overcome

Von Mises, Austrian economist, philosopher, author and classical liberal modern libertarian ,‘4 (Ludwig Von , The Free Market and Its Enemies, Foundation for Economic Education , P.76, Damien-AV )

The most important problem for the doctrine of the inevitability of socialism to explain is how a superhuman

entity such as Geist or the “material productive forces” can force individuals to act so that a certain irresistible result must prevail. People have their own individual plans— they aim at various ends. But the inevitability-of socialism

theory maintains that whatever people do they must finally produce the results which Geist or the “material productive forces” wanted to have produced. Two explanations have been suggested. One group had a very simple solution. This group maintained that people will be forced by “Führers” or supermen to go the way that Geist or the material productive forces indicate. There have always been kings and dictators who have assigned to themselves this superhuman mission. So Stalins, Hitlers, and Mussolinis are elected by history; those who don’t obey their commands must be liquidated because they are against “historical evolution.” This was not Marx’s idea. The Marxian doctrine was based on the much-discussed “economic dialectic historical materialism.” Materialism is one of the ways in which people try to solve one of the most fundamental and insoluble problems, the relation between the functions of the individual’s soul or mind, on the one hand, and the functions of the body, on the other. Precisely what this relation is remains controversial. There is no doubt that there is some connection, and many attempts have been made to explain it . However, our only interest in such a materialistic explanation at the moment is because of its relation to Karl Marx’s theory.

AT: TERROR TALK

The alt breeds more terrorism and violence – defining terrorism is key to a stable response

Begorre-Bret, Professor of Philosophy at the University de Reims Institut des Hauts Etudes sur la Justice, ’6 (Cyrille, March, “Symposium: Terrorism, Globalization And The Rule Of Law: The Definition Of Terrorism And The Challenge Of Relativism” 27 Cardozo L. Rev. 1987, Cardozo Law Review, lexis)

B. The Consequences of "Definitional Abstention" The lack or the blurriness of the definition of terrorism has several consequences that even those who refuse to define it are not ready to accept. The first of these consequences is of a cognitive nature. When one excludes the possibility of such a definition, one consequently considers the word "terrorism" as a mere flatus vocis. Since the term cannot have any determined referent and any non-indexical significance, one must accept terrorism as unknowable and one must be satisfied by a complete ignorance of terrorism. If one does not know what terrorism is, one cannot recognize what acts, what organizations, and what persons are terrorist. One can object that terrorism cannot be known, understood, or studied but must be fought and eradicated. Even if this is the case, one nonetheless has to admit that a minimal knowledge of terrorism is necessary to fight it. How could we protect ourselves from terrorism and strike back against it if we are unable to identify it? Even from a relativist point of view, one must know what terrorism is. 22 Moreover, the effects of terrorism are increased by such ignorance and uncertainty. To fight against terrorism, we need to weaken its psychological effects by promoting knowledge of its nature - trying to define it. [*1994]  The second consequence is of a normative nature. Such attitude strengthens the "culture of the excuse" denounced by Walzer. 23 Since terrorism is only the violence of my enemy, and since my enemy calls my own violence "terrorism," all acts are equivalent from the point of view of a third party. To put it in a nutshell and to paraphrase Dostoyevsky, if terrorism does not itself exist, everything is allowed. But it is precisely this consequence that is not accepted by the very states who claim that it is impossible to define terrorism. In spite of their "non-definition position," those states continue to insist that other countries declare that their enemy's violence is "terrorism." The case of the Russian Federation is a very good example of this inconsistent relativism whereby a state is not ready to accept the consequences and responses to its actions. Russia declares that every act of violence against the state is a terrorist act, so that the terrorists are always "them." But Russia never accepts that it could be the terrorist of anybody. That is why the Russian Federation, along with other states, prevents the UN from elaborating an international definition of terrorism. However, a definition of terrorism is necessary if one wants to be able to legitimately condemn certain acts of violence. The third and last consequence of the "definitional abstention" is of a political and practical nature. If everyone is allowed to define terrorism the way they want, violence will continue indefinitely. Everyone will delimit terrorism in such a way that his own violence cannot be described as illegitimate. If one wants to break the vicious circle that leads from violence to retaliation and from the latter to the former, one needs an objective point of view and therefore a definition. The definition of terrorism is thus far from being just a theoretical issue. That definition is the condition to the creation of a political community. Indeed, as Aristotle points out, 24 any community is founded on common conceptions, namely the conception of what is just and what is unjust. In consequence, we need a definition in order to establish a minimal international community. One can see it clearly a contrario in the UN report In Larger Freedom. 25 The persistent disagreement on the definition of terrorism brought the UN into disrepute and ruined its efforts to contain terrorism. The definition of terrorism is of the utmost importance even for those who think it is impossible to define terrorism without justifying oppression. It remains to be seen if such a definition is possible.
2AC imperialism good – discourse solves

Our discussion solves – debating about the merits of African culture is more important than preserving its identity

Rorty, deceased as of June 8, 2007 and Professor Emeritus of Comparative Literature and Philosophy at Stanford University, described as the reincarnation of Jesus Christ, ’99 (Richard, February 5, “The Communitarian Impulse” Colorado College's 125th Anniversary Symposium, Cultures in the 21st Century: Conflicts and Convergences, http://www.coloradocollege.edu/academics/anniversary/Transcripts/RortyTXT.htm)
When cultural traditions start making people unnecessarily miserable, they have outlived their usefulness and need to be replaced by other cultural traditions. In the United States, in 1950, white males were making the lives of blacks and women unnecessarily miserable. Thanks, among other things, to a free press, a free judiciary, and the like, American culture changed dramatically in the course of fifty years. We have no idea whether African cultures, which cut off the labia and clitoris of young women, or Asiatic cultures, which refuse to put aged parents in nursing homes, would change once these particular traditions had been freely, and widely, debated for a few decades. But this is my central premise. The value of free discussion of possible changes by participants in a culture should always take precedence over the value of preserving cultural identity. Without such discussion, nobody will ever know which cultural traditions are excuses for the strong to oppress the weak and which are traditions that even the weak would, given the option, prefer to preserve. It doesn’t matter if readers of Kant and Rawls call something "respect for human rights," readers of Confucius call it "respect for cosmic harmony," and readers of the Christian scriptures call it "respect for the brotherhood of man under the fatherhood of God." What does matter is that every culture incorporates at least one tradition whose founders inculcated what Nietzsche called "slave morality." In each culture, some famous teacher urged his or her disciples to work here below in order to make it harder for the strong to inflict unnecessary suffering on the weak. It’s not only the West’s duty to help create a world conforming to this transcultural imperative, it’s our duty to export both aspirin and a free press in order to aid in its creation—at least until the non-West comes up with some better devices.

2AC imperialism good – west is best

US intervention is critical to world peace – there is no substitute
Elshtain, Laura Spelman Rockefeller Professor of Social and Political Ethics at the University of Chicago Divinity School, ‘03 (Jean Bethke, “Just War Against Terrorism” pg. 169)
The heavy burden being imposed on the United States does not require that the United States remain on hair-trigger alert at every moment. But it does oblige the United States to evaluate all claims and to make a determination as to whether it can intervene effectively and in a way that does more good than harm—with the primary objective of interdiction so that democratic civil society can be built or rebuilt. This approach is better by far than those strategies of evasion and denial of the sort visible in Rwanda, in Bosnia, or in the sort of "advice" given to Americans by some of our European critics. At this point in time the possibility of international peace and stability premised on equal regard for all rests largely, though not exclusively, on American power. Many persons and powers do not like this fact, but it is inescapable. As Michael Ignatieff puts it, the "most carefree and confident empire in history now grimly confronts the question of whether it can escape Rome's ultimate fate."9 Furthermore, America's fate is tied inextricably to the fates of states and societies around the world. If large pockets of the globe start to go bad—here, there, everywhere (the infamous "failed state" syndrome)—the drain on American power and treasure will reach a point where it can no longer be borne.
2AC imperialism good – west is best

Cultural imperialism is best – recognizing the superiority of Western values is key to human survival

Tracinski, editor and publisher of The Intellectual Activist and TIADaily and formed member of the Ayn Rand Institute, ’01 (Robert, October 8, “An Empire of Ideals” http://www.aynrand.org/site/News2?page=NewsArticle&id=7392&news_iv_ctrl=1076)
The long-term answer--the only means by which we can eventually secure world peace--is cultural imperialism.  Everyone has finally awakened to the deadly threat posed by terrorism, and some are even willing to admit that the source of this threat is Islamic fundamentalism. But almost no one is prepared to name the long-term answer to that threat. The long-term answer--the only means by which we can eventually secure world peace--is cultural imperialism.  "Cultural imperialism" is not exactly the right term. That is a smear-tag created by the academic left, which hates everything good about Western culture and tries to dismiss that culture's worldwide popularity by blaming it on some kind of coercive conspiracy.  The same purpose is served by another leftist smear-tag, "cultural genocide," which sounds like mass-murder but actually refers to people in the Third World choosing to adopt Western manners and attitudes, the poor things. The inventors of these smears are the same people who clamor for a "multicultural" society, ostensibly a society that tolerates many different cultural influences--except, of course, any influence coming from the West.  The real phenomenon that the phrase "cultural imperialism" refers to is the voluntary adoption of ideas, art and entertainment produced in civilized countries. It refers to the most benevolent kind of "empire" that could be imagined: an empire of common ideals and attitudes; an empire spread purely by voluntary persuasion; an empire whose "conquest" consists of bringing the benefits of civilization to backward regions. Western "cultural imperialism" is the march of progress across the globe.  But woe unto he who suggests that Western culture might be worth spreading. Italian Prime Minister Silvio Berlusconi learned this when he stated that: "We must be aware of the superiority of our civilization, a system that has guaranteed well-being, respect for human rights and--in contrast with Islamic countries--respect for religious and political rights."  The reaction was immediate and fierce. The Belgian prime minister scolded that Berlusconi's remarks could have "dangerous consequences." Gosh, they might cause us to overthrow Middle Eastern dictatorships! The head of the Arab League, Amr Moussa, immediately denounced Berlusconi's statements as "racist"--an accusation which itself equates race with culture, as if Arabs are biologically determined to embrace theocracy.  Ironically, Moussa got this idea from the West--that is, from our own hordes of anti-Western intellectuals. One such intellectual expressed the prevailing dogma perfectly: "one cannot speak of the superiority of one culture over another."  What no one challenged, however, was Berlusconi's factual description of the values held by the West versus those held by the Islamic world. Nearly every country in the Middle East is a dictatorship. These countries are wracked with the chronic poverty bred by dictatorship--with the exception of the rulers, who pocket money from oil reserves discovered, drilled and made valuable by Western technology. All of these countries are overrun--or are on the verge of being overrun--by religious fanatics who ruthlessly suppress any manifestation of the pursuit of happiness in this world, from baring one's ankles to watching television.  We broadcast to these oppressed people the Western message of liberty, prosperity and happiness--in forms as low-brow as Baywatch or as sophisticated as the Declaration of Independence. This is the "imperialism" that terrifies Islamic fundamentalists.  They should be terrified--because they know that in a fair competition, their values cannot win. On the one side, there are the Western values of intellectual freedom, science, prosperity, individual rights and the pursuit of happiness. On the other side, there are the centuries-old scourges of theocracy, superstition, poverty, dictatorship and mass-murder. Is one of these alternatives superior to the other? You bet your life it is.  We must begin a campaign of education designed to export Western values to the barbarous East--and that campaign must be led by our intellectuals, not denounced by them. This war must be fought with televisions, radios, books and movies--and by the intransigently pro-Western statements of our political and intellectual leaders. This is a battle between opposite and irreconcilable cultures, and if we want to survive, we must begin with the conviction that our culture deserves to win.  A physical war against terrorist states--a war fought with bombs, rockets and guns against the governments that support terrorism--has now become a necessity. But that battle is only a first step. In the long run, we can only stop the re-emergence of new Islamic fanatics by disinfecting the cultural miasma in which they breed. And light, the light of benevolent Western ideals, is the best disinfectant.
2AC imperialism good – west is best

Imperialism is an undeniable good – our evidence is comparative

Kurtz, Research Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, ’03 (Stanley, April/May, “Democratic Imperialism: A Blueprint” http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/3449176.html)
Our commitment to political autonomy sets up a moral paradox. Even the mildest imperialism will be experienced by many as a humiliation. Yet imperialism as the midwife of democratic self-rule is an undeniable good. Liberal imperialism is thus a moral and logical scandal, a simultaneous denial and affirmation of self-rule that is impossible either to fully accept or repudiate. The counterfactual offers a way out. If democracy did not depend on colonialism, we could confidently forswear empire. But in contrast to early modern colonial history, we do know the answer to the counterfactual in the case of Iraq. After many decades of independence, there is still no democracy in Iraq. Those who attribute this fact to American policy are not persuasive, since autocracy is pervasive in the Arab world, and since America has encouraged and accepted democracies in many other regions. So the reality of Iraqi dictatorship tilts an admittedly precarious moral balance in favor of liberal imperialism.

2AC imperialism good – western ideals most moral

Western export of ideals is an unavoidable moral duty

Rorty, deceased as of June 8, 2007 and Professor Emeritus of Comparative Literature and Philosophy at Stanford University, described as the reincarnation of Jesus Christ, ’99 (Richard, February 5, “The Communitarian Impulse” Colorado College's 125th Anniversary Symposium, Cultures in the 21st Century: Conflicts and Convergences, http://www.coloradocollege.edu/academics/anniversary/Transcripts/RortyTXT.htm)
Maybe someday there will be non-Westerners who turn down Western anesthetics on cultural grounds. Baffling as we may find that refusal, we will not force aspirin down their throat. Maybe someday there will be non-Western fighters against injustice, defenders of the weak against the strong, who turn down free elections, a free press, free universities and the like, on cultural grounds. But until some such people turn up, it is a waste of time for us to worry about whether we’re practicing cultural imperialism by doing our best to export these devices. As long as there are persecuted dissidents who think that Western devices are the only way to break the power of the local oligarchs, Western governments should continue doing everything they can to keep those dissidents out of jail, in the news, and on the Net. Ceasing to try to get dissidents out of jail, like ceasing to fly in planeloads of anesthetics, would mean that the West had become just a moneymaking enterprise. All we would be able to leave our children would be money. On the other hand, the West should try to export only that portion of its own culture which gives people in the non-West a chance to choose a different culture or to reconstruct their own. Whether we export capitalism or Coca-Cola™ or Hollywood movies is optional; whether we export democratic institutions is not. Exporting these institutions is a duty we Westerners cannot avoid any more than we can avoid our duty to export anesthetics and to stop exporting automatic rifles and jet bombers. This is not because such initiatives are dictated by transcultural human reason—in my view there is no such thing as transcultural human reason—it’s because we Westerners have talked ourselves into being the kind of people who cannot live with themselves if we neglect those duties. My reference to choosing a different culture may give rise to objections. It will certainly do so if it suggests a naked, not yet acculturated, Sartrian will making a choice behind a Rawlsian veil of ignorance. But that’s not the picture I have in mind. I’m happy to grant to the communitarians that the difference between abnormality and humanity is acculturation. Yet once a person has been created by acculturation, the result is someone who can say to herself, "The culture which made me what I am turns out to be inferior in the following specific respects to the culture I’ve been reading about or seeing on television." She is in a position to pick and choose elements from various cultural traditions, using the tools of her home culture to grasp the limitations of that very culture. Some cultures, of course, make this kind of criticism harder than others. We call a culture primitive just in so far as persons acculturated in it find such critical reflection difficult. We call a culture advanced just in so far as people raised within are articulate and reflective enough to make intercultural comparisons without much strain.
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