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The Specter of Vietnam 1NC
(  ) The affirmative perpetuates of the myth of the US triumph in the Cold War by attempting to perfect American military presence abroad – this faith in Americanism systematically obliterates the cultural memory of Vietnam, instead celebrating the redemptive power of US interventionism.

William V. Spanos, Prof. of English and Comparative Literature @ SUNY Binghamton, “A Rumor of War: 9/11 and the Forgetting of the Vietnam War,” boundary 2, Volume 30, Number 3, 2003
 The American culture industry’s representation of the end of the cold war has not simply entailed the establishment of the new world order presided over by “America”; more importantly, it has also entailed the completion of the narrative of world history. The end of the cold war, according to the intellectual deputies of the “triumphant” culture, has brought history to its close in precipitating liberal capitalist democracy as the end of the dialectical process of Universal History. This, for example, is the Hegelian thesis of Francis Fukuyama’s highly mediatized book, The End of History and the Last Man, which, as Derrida has tellingly emphasized, announces this final and all-incorporative synthesis (Aufhebung) in the eschatological Christian metaphorics of “good news”:3  The fact that there will be [after the decisive triumph of liberal capitalist democracy in the cold war] setbacks and disappointments in the process of democratization, or that not every market economy will prosper, should not distract us from the larger pattern that is emerging in world history. . . .  What is emerging victorious, in other words, is not so much liberal practice, as the liberal idea. That is to say, for a very large part of the world, there is now no ideology with pretensions to universality that is in a position to challenge liberal democracy, and no universal principle of legitimacy other than the sovereignty of the people. Monarchism in its various forms had been largely defeated by the beginning of this century. Fascism and communism, liberal democracy’s main competitors up till now, have been both discredited themselves.4  This euphoric representation of the end of the cold war by one of the intellectual deputies of the dominant culture has been modified, of course, under the pressure of world events since the apparently decisive defeat of the Iraqi army in the Gulf War: the genocidal ethnic strife in the former Yugoslavia, the political instability and violence in much of central and southern Africa, the bloody struggle between a secular state and religious fundamentalists in Algeria, the continuing tensions between East and West in the [End Page 155] Middle East, not least, the reaffirmation of Iraqi sovereignty against the U.S. threat of intervention. Indeed, reference to the end of history and the new world order have all but disappeared from both mediatic and theoretical representations of the contemporary occasion. But this modification should be interpreted not as a tacit admission of the illegitimacy of the end-of-history discourse but rather as an accommodation of these contradictory events to its global scenario, an accommodation that, in fact, renders this banal end-of-history discourse more powerful insofar as its apparent acknowledgment of the historical specificity of events obscures its real metaphysical basis.  This accommodational strategy of representation, for example, is epitomized by Richard Haass, a former official in the Bush administration and now director of foreign policy studies at the Brookings Institute, in his recent book, The Reluctant Sheriff: The United States after the Cold War.5 Eschewing Fukuyama’s vulnerable Hegelian eschatological structure in favor of theorizing the actual practices of the United States in the international sphere, Haass frames the post–cold war occasion in the totalizing liberal capitalist image of a “deregulated world” (in contrast to the world “regulated” by the cold war scenario) and the role of the United States as that of a sheriff leading posses (the appropriate members of the United Nations or the NATO alliance) to quell the threats to global stability and peace posed by this international deregulation. Despite the acknowledgment that conflict is inevitable in the world “after the cold war” (an acknowledgment that, in fact, echoes Fukuyama), the triumphant (ontological) idea of liberal capitalist democracy—its ontologically grounded commitment to the “laissez-faire” polity (deregulation), which is to say, to the fictional concept of the sovereign subject—remains intact. Indeed, Haass gives this representational framework far more historical power than Fukuyama’s disciplinary discourse of political science is able to muster. For, unlike the Fukuyamans, he informs his representation of the historically determined and determining exceptionalist mission of the United States in the globalized post–cold war era with the teleological metaphorics that have been, from the beginning, fundamental to the constitution and power of the American cultural identity. The metaphor of the sheriff/posse derives from the history of the American West and constitutes a variation of the pacification processes of westward expansion. As such, it brings with it the entire ideological baggage of the teleological myth of the American frontier, from the Puritans’ “errand in [End Page 156] the [‘New 
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World’] wilderness” to the myth of Manifest Destiny. As the New Americanist countermemory has persuasively shown, this is the myth that has saturated the cultural discourse of America, both high and low, since its origins: whether in the form of the American jeremiad, which, from the Puritans through Daniel Webster to Ronald Reagan, has functioned perennially to maintain the national consensus vis-à-vis its providentially ordained mission to domesticate (and dominate) what is beyond the frontier, or of the Hollywood western (including its military allotrope), which has functioned to naturalize what one New Americanist has called the American “victory culture.”6 The virtually unchallenged official and mediatic representation of the self-righteous militaristic solution of the crisis in Kosovo—a representation that reiteratively justifies the devastation of Serbia and the terrible “collateral damage” this violence necessarily entails—as a “just, humanitarian” war undertaken by the United States under the alias of NATO bears witness to the historical reality of this myth, to its irresistible durability (despite its self-destruction in the 1960s), and to its inordinate power.  What the presently privileged oppositional discourses are blinded to by their binarist and exclusionary turn from theory to praxis is, to put it bluntly, the relationship of this recuperative representation of the post–cold war period to the Vietnam War, a war, not incidentally, that, as President John F. Kennedy’s equation of Southeast Asia as “the new frontier” suggests, was, from the beginning of the United States’ intervention, represented in the exceptionalist terms of the founding American myth of the frontier: the providentially ordained “errand in the wilderness.”7 Or, rather, [End Page 157] it is the thisness—the historical specificity—of the Vietnam War that needs to be put back into play by a discourse that would effectively resist the polyvalent reactionary political implications of this global representation (and here I am referring specifically to the event of Kosovo).  The triumphalist end-of-history discourse is the precipitate of a massive mnemonic project of the custodians of the American cultural memory, not least the media, to obliterate the memory of the decades-long event we call “Vietnam.” This project of forgetting, undertaken by what Althusser calls the ideological state apparatuses, or, alternatively, the liberal capitalist problematic, was a systematic one that began with the reduction of the thisness of the Vietnam War to war-in-general and culminated in the obliteration of reference to it in post–cold war representations of American history. This eventuation is symptomatically suggested by the (enforced) visible absence of significant reference to the Vietnam War in Fukuyama’s and other triumphalists’ accounts of Universal History’s dialectical fulfillment of its destined end in the demise of Soviet communism and the global triumph of liberal capitalist democracy, its establishment, as it were, of its imperium sine fine. But it is made resonantly clear by President George Bush’s announcement, following what his administration and the media that aped its representation of that global occasion took to be the decisive American victory in the Persian Gulf, that “we’ve kicked the Vietnam syndrome at last.”8 
The Specter of Vietnam 1NC
(  ) US global intervention is the root cause of countless wars and genocides.
William V. Spanos, Prof. of English and Comparative Literature @ SUNY Binghamton, “A Rumor of War: 9/11 and the Forgetting of the Vietnam War,” boundary 2, Volume 30, Number 3, 2003
This extraordinarily reductive representation and self-righteous, inexorable, and unilateral practical response to the violence committed against Americans, which in large part is the consequence of the West's and, in recent times, of the United States' depredations in the East, is not, as I have suggested, unprecedented. On the contrary, it is the predictable manifestation of a deeply inscribed and naturalized cultural belief in America's divinely or historically—that is to say, ontologically—ordained exceptionalist mission in the world's "wilderness," one that, in fact, has informed the entire violent history of American expansionism. It informed the American Puritans' identification of the Native Americans, who resisted their plantation of God's Word in the forests of New England, with the expendable agents of Satan; it informed the period of westward expansionism, which, in the name of Manifest Destiny, justified, first, the wholesale removal, and then the extermination, of the Native American population; and, most tellingly, it informed the American representation and conduct of the Vietnam War, which, to repeat, bore witness to the destruction of a Southeast Asian country and the indiscriminate slaughter of untold numbers of its population by the all but full force of the American military machine, which, we should not forget, included terror: the use of psychological and chemical weapons (what, in referring to Middle Eastern states, American officialdom calls weapons of indiscriminate mass destruction) in the insanely rational name of saving Vietnam for the free world. This, among other good reasons I cannot go into here, is why, it seems to me, it is worth retrieving the by now [End Page 33] strategically buried history of the Vietnam War by way of the highly representative example of A Rumor of War 5 at this profoundly perilous moment of world history when the dominant culture in the United States is once again concentering an extremely complex and volatile global condition, which it, and the West over which it has unilaterally claimed leadership, has gone far to produce, in the figure of a single but symbolic person (and the Taliban government that harbored him) for the purpose of decisive retaliation. For Caputo's memoir, perhaps more than any other book about the Vietnam War, bears powerful witness, if only in a symptomatic way, to the dark underside of the American exceptionalism that justified not only the United States' intervention in Vietnam and its unerringly cold-blooded and massively destructive conduct of the war but also, because its rhetoric betrays a deep historical sense, the violent American history of which the Vietnam War was only one example. 
Links – General 
(  ) The affirmative is intrinsically related to the amnesia of Vietnam – the portrayal of US exceptionalism demonstrates the interconnection between the ontology of end-of-history discourse and contemporary political decisionmaking presenting America as savior.
William V. Spanos, Prof. of English and Comparative Literature @ SUNY Binghamton, “A Rumor of War: 9/11 and the Forgetting of the Vietnam War,” boundary 2, Volume 30, Number 3, 2003
What I want to underscore, in other words, is that the dominant liberal democratic/capitalist culture’s representation of the post–cold war as the advent of the peace of the new world order must be understood not simply as the global triumph of an economic-political system. Equally, if not more, important for the present historical conjuncture, though more difficult to perceive, it must also be understood, as the alignment of this end-of-history discourse with the new (political) world order clearly suggests, as the global triumph of an indissolubly related onto-logy and its banalizing instrumentalist language. It must be understood, that is, not simply as the Pax Americana but also, and perhaps above all, as the Pax Metaphysica: that teleological representation of being which, unlike all other past representations, now, at the end of the dialectical historical process, claims to be noncontradictory, that is, devoid of conflict, and which, therefore, renders any alternative representation of truth—and of the truth of history—in the future impossible. In short, it should be understood as the completion of the perennial Occidental project that is and, however unevenly in any historically specific moment, always has been simultaneously and indissolubly an imperial political practice and an imperial practice of thinking as such, a polyvalent praxis, in other words, the end of which is the enframement, colonization, and reduction of the differential human mind as well as the differential human community to disposable reserve. 
Links – Instrumentalism

(  ) Their problem solution mindset is the root of American exceptionalism –letting go of the idea of a “solution” is the prerequisite to the affirmative.

William V. Spanos, Prof. of English and Comparative Literature @ SUNY Binghamton, “Global American,” symploke, Volume 16, Number 1, 2008
No more damning analysis of the “style”—the “problem-solving” or “can do” rhetoric and structure—of these routine, indiscriminate death-dealing documents exists than that of Richard Ohmann in English in America, except for the fact that he does not quite draw the conclusion I am suggesting. I am referring to his tremendously important, though now virtually forgotten revolutionary exposure of the (inadvertent) complicity of university literature departments—their cultural production, especially their teaching of freshman composition—with the “commonsensical” and routinized violence perpetrated by the American government in Vietnam. Responding to the style and matter of the first of these excerpts, Ohmann writes,      Of course it is the job of generals to win, and political impact be damned. The more surprising and dismaying revelation of The Pentagon Papers is how much the civilians running America came to share this perspective. Perhaps the neatly symmetrical form . . . and the mechanical quality of the whole paradigm, helped dull their senses and made the unspeakable a daily routine.      An all-pervasive metaphor accompanies the argumentative strategy [of the author’s problem-solving model], that of cost and benefit . . . . They must solve the problem, even if it means subtracting cabbages from kings. Thus, McGeorge Bundy in February, 1965, advocating a course of “sustained reprisal” against North Vietnam for “offenses” in the south: “While we believed that the risks of such a policy are acceptable, we emphasize that its costs are real.” These costs include “significant losses,” “an extensive and costly effort against the whole air defense system of North Vietnam,” high U.S. casualties, and arousal of American “feelings.” “Yet measured against the costs of defeat in Vietnam, this program seems cheap. And even if it fails to turn the tide—as it may—the value of the effort seems to us to exceed its cost.”      What arguments like these have in common is a lunatic incommensurability. Even now, reading these documents, I want to shout, “You destroyed the South Vietnamese people, and talked of piaster spending. You held off from still greater killing only because open debate in America about doing so might encourage the North Vietnamese.” The main point to make, in this context, is that since the suffering of the [End Page 184] Vietnamese did not impinge on the consciousness of the policy-makers as a cost, it had virtually no existence for them—at least in these memoranda. (1976, 199–202)6  One could supplement Ohmann’s damning critical analysis of the “can do” language and the deeply inscribed panoptic structure of this enormous archive of memoranda by pointing to their unerring and mind-numbing sameness: their systematic reliance on the quantitative measure, the abstracting and reductive cliché, the euphemisms, the short-hand structure of the sentences—what Eichmann called the “appropriate telegraphic style” in speaking of the “monthly reports” on the progress of the “Final Solution” he sent to the Reichsführer-SS Heinrich Himmler7—and, subsuming these, the “problem-solving” model. This model, like the “over-sight” or “super-vision” of the capitalist “problematic” brilliantly analyzed by Louis Althusser in “From Capital to Marx’s Philosophy,” blinds the willful inquirer to any differential reality that would contradict and thus remain an obstacle to the end he/she desires from the beginning: in this case, “the suffering of the Vietnamese,” which “did not impinge on the consciousness of the policy makers,” that is, “had virtually no existence for them” (my emphasis). One could also mark the obliteration of conscience, which Arendt over-determines in her devastating analysis of Eichmann’s language, achieved in these Pentagon memoranda by the insistent identification of the realities instigating it as a neurosis—the “‘French defeat’ and ‘Korean syndromes,’” as well as pointing to the genealogy of what, in the aftermath of the war under the massive campaign of the American government and the culture industry to “forget Vietnam” in the name of resuming its mission in the world’s wilderness (specifically [End Page 185] the Middle East), came to be called “the Vietnam syndrome.” But, for the purpose on my argument, I want to underscore what Ohmann long ago noted at the outset of his criticism, but did not adequately amplify about the “agents” of these memoranda. This deadly cliché-ridden and euphemistic “telegraphic” language, whose superficiality—is it inappropriate to call this symptom of these documents “banality”?—lent itself to the pervasive routinization of a murderous indiscriminate violence against America’s demonized “Others,” is not, as it is in a totalitarian society, that of a militarist mentality. It is, rather, the language of civilians, precisely those “ordinary” Americans who exist in democracies to protect society from the juggernaut mentality of the militaristic mind. 

Links – Military Presence

(  ) Military bases are an outgrowth of American exceptionalism – their desire to maintain the optimal distribution of bases continues the brutal, imperialist mission of the US.
Howard Zinn, Boston Review, Summer 2005, http://www.bostonreview.net/BR30.3/zinn.php

The notion of American exceptionalism—that the United States alone has the right, whether by divine sanction or moral obligation, to bring civilization, or democracy, or liberty to the rest of the world, by violence if necessary—is not new. It started as early as 1630 in the Massachusetts Bay Colony when Governor John Winthrop uttered the words that centuries later would be quoted by Ronald Reagan. Winthrop called the Massachusetts Bay Colony a “city upon a hill.” Reagan embellished a little, calling it a “shining city on a hill.”  The idea of a city on a hill is heartwarming. It suggests what George Bush has spoken of: that the United States is a beacon of liberty and democracy. People can look to us and learn from and emulate us.  In reality, we have never been just a city on a hill. A few years after Governor Winthrop uttered his famous words, the people in the city on a hill moved out to massacre the Pequot Indians. Here’s a description by William Bradford, an early settler, of Captain John Mason’s attack on a Pequot village.      Those that escaped the fire were slain with the sword, some hewed to pieces, others run through with their rapiers, so as they were quickly dispatched and very few escaped. It was conceived that they thus destroyed about 400 at this time. It was a fearful sight to see them thus frying in the fire and the streams of blood quenching the same, and horrible was the stink and scent thereof; but the victory seemed a sweet sacrifice, and they gave the praise thereof to God, who had wrought so wonderfully for them, thus to enclose their enemies in their hands and give them so speedy a victory over so proud and insulting an enemy.  The kind of massacre described by Bradford occurs again and again as Americans march west to the Pacific and south to the Gulf of Mexico. (In fact our celebrated war of liberation, the American Revolution, was disastrous for the Indians. Colonists had been restrained from encroaching on the Indian territory by the British and the boundary set up in their Proclamation of 1763. American independence wiped out that boundary.)  Expanding into another territory, occupying that territory, and dealing harshly with people who resist occupation has been a persistent fact of American history from the first settlements to the present day. And this was often accompanied from very early on with a particular form of American exceptionalism: the idea that American expansion is divinely ordained. On the eve of the war with Mexico in the middle of the 19th century, just after the United States annexed Texas, the editor and writer John O’Sullivan coined the famous phrase “manifest destiny.” He said it was “the fulfillment of our manifest destiny to overspread the continent allotted by Providence for the free development of our yearly multiplying millions.” At the beginning of the 20th century, when the United States invaded the Philippines, President McKinley said that the decision to take the Philippines came to him one night when he got down on his knees and prayed, and God told him to take the Philippines.  Invoking God has been a habit for American presidents throughout the nation’s history, but George W. Bush has made a specialty of it. For an article in the Israeli newspaper Ha’aretz, the reporter talked with Palestinian leaders who had met with Bush. One of them reported that Bush told him, “God told me to strike at al Qaeda. And I struck them. And then he instructed me to strike at Saddam, which I did. And now I am determined to solve the problem in the Middle East.” It’s hard to know if the quote is authentic, especially because it is so literate. But it certainly is consistent with Bush’s oft-expressed claims. A more credible story comes from a Bush supporter, Richard Lamb, the president of the Ethics and Religious Liberty Commission of the Southern Baptist Convention, who says that during the election campaign Bush told him, “I believe God wants me to be president. But if that doesn’t happen, that’s okay.”  Divine ordination is a very dangerous idea, especially when combined with military power (the United States has 10,000 nuclear weapons, with military bases in a hundred different countries and warships on every sea). With God’s approval, you need no human standard of morality. Anyone today who claims the support of God might be embarrassed to recall that the Nazi storm troopers had inscribed on their belts, “Gott mit uns” (“God with us”).  Not every American leader claimed divine sanction, but the idea persisted that the United States was uniquely justified in using its power to expand throughout the world. In 1945, at the end of World War II, Henry Luce, the owner of a vast chain of media enterprises—Time, Life, Fortune—declared that this would be “the American Century,” that victory in the war gave the United States the right “to exert upon the world the full impact of our influence, for such purposes as we see fit and by such means as we see fit.”  This confident prophecy was acted out all through the rest of the 20th century. Almost immediately after World War II the United States penetrated the oil regions of the Middle East by special arrangement with Saudi Arabia. It established military bases in Japan, Korea, the Philippines, and a number of Pacific islands. In the next decades it orchestrated right-wing coups in Iran, Guatemala, and Chile, and gave military aid to various dictatorships in the Caribbean. In an attempt to establish a foothold in Southeast Asia it invaded Vietnam and bombed Laos and Cambodia. 
Links – Military Presence
(  ) US military bases are intended to facilitate interventionism and foster dependence by the host nation – there’s no defense of their plan in the world of the criticism.

Stephen Shalom, New Politics, Volume 7, Number 2, Winter 1999, http://ww3.wpunj.edu/newpol/issue26/shalom26.htm

  4. Foreign Military Bases. If nuclear weapons are to remain part of the U.S. arsenal and if military interventions are still to be relied on, then Washington will continue to need foreign military bases. And sure enough, U.S. officials have continued their persistent effort to secure military access wherever they can. Thus, though the U.S. Navy was thrown out of Subic by a nationalist Philippine Senate in 1991, the Pentagon has been working with compliant Philippine officials to find some backdoor way to obtain some form of basing rights. In Japan, despite the overwhelming opposition of the people of Okinawa, the Pentagon and Tokyo politicians are intent on maintaining U.S. military facilities. And military access agreements have been concluded with Singapore, Malaysia, Indonesia, and Thailand.  Such U.S. bases serve two principle purposes. First, they allow Washington to intervene, to threaten intervention, or simply to act provocatively wherever it chooses. Of course we are told that these bases help to maintain regional stability. But consider, for example, the case of North Korea. Washington reached an agreement to provide the North Koreans with civilian nuclear power technology and oil in return for assurances that Pyongyang would end its nuclear weapons program. Emboldened by its regional military bases and its stepped up military exercises in South Korea, the United States has simply refused to keep its side of the deal. When North Korea responded to U.S. bad faith with reckless cruise missile tests, U.S. saber-rattling escalated. And, tellingly, Secretary of Defense William Cohen has declared that there will be a U.S. presence on the Korean peninsula even when there is a unified Korea (remarks to World Affairs Council, Los Angeles, June 29, 1998).  A second purpose of foreign bases is to ensure the dependence of Washington's major allies. Ostensibly defensive alliances, such as NATO and the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, have been intended to keep potential rivals in a state of military -- and thus political and ultimately economic -- dependency. The United States has been trying to get its allies to pick up an increasingly larger share of the costs of the U.S. bases, but Washington has resolutely blocked any effort for independent action on the part of its partners. Thus, Washington has refused to turn over any part of NATO's southern command to a European, and rejected any peacetime European planning within NATO. Military action by the allies in support of U.S. interests is welcome -- in fact, the U.S. has continually pressed Japan to ignore its constitutional prohibition on war -- whether in the Middle East or in defense of Pacific sealanes. Independent action, however, is unacceptable. 

Links – Threat Construction
(  )  Their identification of global threats is part of the amnesia that Spanos identifies – threat construction, especially fear of terrorism, systematically denies the history of atrocities such as Vietnam and justifies never ending interventionism and imperialism.

Howard Zinn, Boston Review, Summer 2005, http://www.bostonreview.net/BR30.3/zinn.php
The existence of the Soviet Union, even with its acquisition of nuclear weapons, did not block this expansion. In fact, the exaggerated threat of “world communism” gave the United States a powerful justification for expanding all over the globe, and soon it had military bases in a hundred countries. Presumably, only the United States stood in the way of the Soviet conquest of the world.  Can we believe that it was the existence of the Soviet Union that brought about the aggressive militarism of the United States? If so, how do we explain all the violent expansion before 1917? A hundred years before the Bolshevik Revolution, American armies were annihilating Indian tribes, clearing the great expanse of the West in an early example of what we now call “ethnic cleansing.” And with the continent conquered, the nation began to look overseas.  On the eve of the 20th century, as American armies moved into Cuba and the Philippines, American exceptionalism did not always mean that the United States wanted to go it alone. The nation was willing—indeed, eager—to join the small group of Western imperial powers that it would one day supersede. Senator Henry Cabot Lodge wrote at the time, “The great nations are rapidly absorbing for their future expansion, and their present defense all the waste places of the earth. . . . As one of the great nations of the world the United States must not fall out of the line of march.” Surely, the nationalistic spirit in other countries has often led them to see their expansion as uniquely moral, but this country has carried the claim farthest.  American exceptionalism was never more clearly expressed than by Secretary of War Elihu Root, who in 1899 declared, “The American soldier is different from all other soldiers of all other countries since the world began. He is the advance guard of liberty and justice, of law and order, and of peace and happiness.” At the time he was saying this, American soldiers in the Philippines were starting a bloodbath which would take the lives of 600,000 Filipinos.     The idea that America is different because its military actions are for the benefit of others becomes particularly persuasive when it is put forth by leaders presumed to be liberals, orprogressives. For instance, Woodrow Wilson, always high on the list of “liberal” presidents, labeled both by scholars and the popular culture as an “idealist,” was ruthless in his use of military power against weaker nations. He sent the navy to bombard and occupy the Mexican port of Vera Cruz in 1914 because the Mexicans had arrested some American sailors. He sent the marines into Haiti in 1915, and when the Haitians resisted, thousands were killed.  The following year American marines occupied the Dominican Republic. The occupations of Haiti and the Dominican Republic lasted many years. And Wilson, who had been elected in 1916 saying, “There is such a thing as a nation being too proud to fight,” soon sent young Americans into the slaughterhouse of the European war.  Theodore Roosevelt was considered a “progressive” and indeed ran for president on the Progressive Party ticket in 1912. But he was a lover of war and a supporter of the conquest of the Philippines—he had congratulated the general who wiped out a Filipino village of 600 people in 1906. He had promulgated the 1904 “Roosevelt Corollary” to the Monroe Doctrine, which justified the occupation of small countries in the Caribbean as bringing them “stability.”  During the Cold War, many American “liberals” became caught up in a kind of hysteria about the Soviet expansion, which was certainly real in Eastern Europe but was greatly exaggerated as a threat to western Europe and the United States. During the period of McCarthyism the Senate’s quintessential liberal, Hubert Humphrey, proposed detention camps for suspected subversives who in times of “national emergency” could be held without trial. 
Links – Terrorism
(  ) Attempts to solve terrorism are part of the amnesia of Vietnam – terrorism is the new communism and attempts to solve it make the affirmative and preemptive war inevitable.
Howard Zinn, Boston Review, Summer 2005, http://www.bostonreview.net/BR30.3/zinn.php
After the disintegration of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War, terrorism replaced communism as the justification for expansion. Terrorism was real, but its threat was magnified to the point of hysteria, permitting excessive military action abroad and the curtailment of civil liberties at home.  The idea of American exceptionalism persisted as the first President Bush declared, extending Henry Luce’s prediction, that the nation was about to embark on a “new American Century.” Though the Soviet Union was gone, the policy of military intervention abroad did not end. The elder Bush invaded Panama and then went to war against Iraq.  The terrible attacks of September 11 gave a new impetus to the idea that the United States was uniquely responsible for the security of the world, defending us all against terrorism as it once did against communism. President George W. Bush carried the idea of American exceptionalism to its limits by putting forth in his national-security strategy the principles of unilateral war.  This was a repudiation of the United Nations charter, which is based on the idea that security is a collective matter, and that war could only be justified in self-defense. We might note that the Bush doctrine also violates the principles laid out at Nuremberg, when Nazi leaders were convicted and hanged for aggressive war, preventive war, far from self-defense.  Bush’s national-security strategy and its bold statement that the United States is uniquely responsible for peace and democracy in the world has been shocking to many Americans.  But it is not really a dramatic departure from the historical practice of the United States, which for a long time has acted as an aggressor, bombing and invading other countries (Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos, Grenada, Panama, Iraq) and insisting on maintaining nuclear and non-nuclear supremacy. Unilateral military action, under the guise of prevention, is a familiar part of American foreign policy.  Sometimes bombings and invasions have been cloaked as international action by bringing in the United Nations, as in Korea, or NATO, as in Serbia, but basically our wars have been American enterprises. It was Bill Clinton’s secretary of state, Madeleine Albright, who said at one point, “If possible we will act in the world multilaterally, but if necessary, we will act unilaterally.” Henry Kissinger, hearing this, responded with his customary solemnity that this principle “should not be universalized.” Exceptionalism was never clearer.  Some liberals in this country, opposed to Bush, nevertheless are closer to his principles on foreign affairs than they want to acknowledge. It is clear that 9/11 had a powerful psychological effect on everybody in America, and for certain liberal intellectuals a kind of hysterical reaction has distorted their ability to think clearly about our nation’s role in the world.  In a recent issue of the liberal magazine The American Prospect, the editors write,      Today Islamist terrorists with global reach pose the greatest immediate threat to our lives and liberties. . . . When facing a substantial, immediate, and provable threat, the United States has both the right and the obligation to strike preemptively and, if need be, unilaterally against terrorists or states that support them.  Preemptively and, if need be, unilaterally; and against “states that support” terrorists, not just terrorists themselves. Those are large steps in the direction of the Bush doctrine, though the editors do qualify their support for preemption by adding that the threat must be “substantial, immediate, and provable.” But when intellectuals endorse abstract principles, even with qualifications, they need to keep in mind that the principles will be applied by the people who run the U.S. government. This is all the more important to keep in mind when the abstract principle is about the use of violence by the state—in fact, about preemptively initiating the use of violence. 
Links – Terrorism

(  ) Their focus on terrorism is an act of imperial domination – the war on terror is inseparable from the goals of Pax Americana, US hegemony, and totalitarianism.

William V. Spanos, Prof. of English and Comparative Literature @ SUNY Binghamton, “Global American,” symploke, Volume 16, Number 1, 2008
As oppositional intellectuals have claimed from the days of the beginning of the George W. Bush presidency—and, with the deepening of the quagmire in Iraq, the general American public has increasingly come to agree—this Republican administration, more than any other administration in the history of the U.S. is one that has played havoc with the constitutional checks and balances in its arrogant and self-righteous effort to wrest the power to govern from the U.S. Congress in behalf of conducting a global war against the Islamic world which it strategically has called a “global war on terror.” Long before its invasion of Iraq, this Republican president and his neoconservative intellectual deputies, aided and abetted by the fervor of the Evangelical Christian racist right, had produced an imperial scenario the end of which was, from the beginning, the “Pax Americana,” the imposition of “peace” by violence—and American style democracies—in those areas of the world, most notably, the Middle East—that constitute obstacles to America’s global hegemony. In the process—and taking strategic advantage of the “terrorist” attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon on 9/11 by al-Qaeda—this regime, armed by policy experts who represent the complex dynamics of globalization in terms of the capitalist “deregulation” of the national economy (the free market)1 and supported by the obsequious media, announced its policy of preemptive wars on “rogues states” and then invaded Afghanistan and, on the false pretext that Saddam Hussein was producing weapons of mass destruction, Iraq: a “global war on terror,” that is, which has no borders and no foreseeable end. It thus established a global geopolitical crisis situation that has rendered “homeland security” a major—and abiding—ideological priority. As a result of this strategic representation of the global occasion, the Bush presidency has tacitly established a permanent state of exception that has justified a unilateral policing of the world of nations, the torture of suspected terrorists in defiance of international law, and produced the “Patriot Act,” a climate of governmental secrecy, a national judicial system that is intent on annulling dissent, a timidity on the part of the Democratic Party in the face of the administration’s imperial foreign policies: a political system, that is to say, the logic of which, if not (yet) the actual practice, is unambiguously totalitarian.

Links – South Korea

(  ) American military presence in South Korea is imperialist bullying.
Anthony Faiola, Washington Post, May 21, 2006, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2006/05/20/AR2006052001051.html

 DAECHURI, South Korea -- Here in the marshy heartland of the Korean Peninsula, the rabble-rousing rice farmers of this tiny village are engaged in their own little war against the U.S. military.  With American forces in the midst of their largest regional realignment in decades, the farmlands of Daechuri have been condemned to make room for the expansion of a nearby U.S. base. While about half the residents have quietly accepted a lucrative cash-for-land deal being offered by the South Korean government, a core group of about 70 holdouts have rebuffed all efforts to buy them out.  Their refusals to make way for the base -- or give in to what many of the farmers are calling "American bullying" -- have won them instant hero status among some South Korean labor unions and student groups. Over the past several weeks, protesters have held the largest anti-American demonstrations in South Korea in four years, turning Daechuri into a symbol of their struggle to drive U.S. troops out of the country.   "We are sick of being treated like America's servants!" said Cho Sun Yeh, a fiery 90-year-old rice farmer. Her first home in the area was bulldozed to make room for a U.S. base during the 1950-53 Korean War. After the uneasy truce that left the peninsula divided into capitalist South and communist North, Cho and her husband built a new house a few hundred yards from the base's barbed wire fences.  It is from this home that Cho and her extended family of 17 are refusing to budge. "I am thankful for what the U.S. did to save us from the communists back then, but that was a long time ago and we have paid them enough thanks," she said. "I gave my land up once already, and I am not about to do it again. It is time for the U.S. to leave us alone."  The last stand at Daechuri underscores the significant hurdles that analysts say could set back by years the Pentagon's broad plan to realign American forces in the Pacific.  State-of-the-art military technologies and shifting geopolitical concerns have convinced the Pentagon that it can do with fewer troops and bases in East Asia's largest host countries, South Korea and Japan. In some respects, that strategy is giving anti-American groups in both nations a dose of what they want. In South Korea, plans call for a 33 percent reduction in the U.S. force, to 25,000 troops, and a consolidation of 104 widely scattered military installations into 10 regional hubs by 2008. In Japan, home to more than 50,000 American troops, 8,000 of the 18,000 Marines now based on Okinawa island will be relocated to the American territory of Guam by 2014.  But even as U.S. troops disappear from some communities, their presence is set to increase in others, where they are hardly being welcomed with open arms. Vocal anti-American activists are seizing the moment, calling for protracted demonstrations, insisting the United States pay a larger portion of the realignment costs and supporting politicians who favor even greater troop and base reductions.  "Both Korea and Japan are facing a similar situation," said Seong Ho Sheen, an international relations professor at Seoul National University. "Anti-U.S. anger and resentment are always there, but now you find these groups seeking to use the realignment to bring those sentiments to the surface in both countries." 
Links – Japan

(  ) Okinawa proves that Japanese military presence is for the benefit of the United States – leaving forces there to achieve optimal security reinforces US exceptionalism.

The Monthly Review, “US Military Bases and Empire,” Volume 53, Number 10, March 2002, http://monthlyreview.org/0302editr.htm
U.S. bases in Okinawa, which became the hub for the U.S. overseas basing system in the Pacific following the loss of the bases in the Philippines, exist at odds with the population. According to Chalmers Johnson, president of the Japan Policy Research Institute, in his book Blowback (2000), the island of Okinawa, a prefecture of Japan, “is essentially a military colony of the Pentagon’s, a huge safe house where Green Berets and the Defense Intelligence Agency, not to mention the air force and Marine Corps, can do things they would not dare do in the United States. It is used to project American power throughout Asia in the service of a de facto U.S. grand strategy to perpetuate or increase American hegemonic power in this crucial region” (p. 64).  In 1995, anti-base protests broke out in Okinawa in response to the rape of a twelve-year-old girl by three U.S. servicemen, who had rented a car for the purpose, so that they could take her to a remote location and rape her; and in response to the callous view of Admiral Richard C. Macke, commander of all U.S. forces in the Pacific, who told the press: “I think that [the rape] was absolutely stupid. For the price they paid to rent the car, they could have had a girl.” The widespread protests, led by an organization called Okinawa Women Act Against Military Violence, were not, however, just in response to this single rape, brutal though it was. Between 1972 and 1995, U.S servicemen were implicated in 4,716 crimes, nearly one per day, according to the Nihon Keizai Shimbun, a conservative Japanese newspaper. The Japan-U.S. agreement that governs the Okinawa base allows U.S. authorities to refuse Japanese requests for military suspects, and few indeed have suffered any inconvenience for their crimes.
Links – Afghanistan

(  ) Their action against Afghanistan is precisely the type of policy that justifies global interventionism.  Refusing the affirmative is the only moral act.
Howard Zinn, Boston Review, Summer 2005, http://www.bostonreview.net/BR30.3/zinn.php
 There may be an acceptable case for initiating military action in the face of an immediate threat, but only if the action is limited and focused directly on the threatening party—just as we might accept the squelching of someone falsely shouting “fire” in a crowded theater if that really were the situation and not some guy distributing anti-war leaflets on the street. But accepting action not just against “terrorists” (can we identify them as we do the person shouting “fire”?) but against “states that support them” invites unfocused and indiscriminate violence, as in Afghanistan, where our government killed at least 3,000 civilians in a claimed pursuit of terrorists.  It seems that the idea of American exceptionalism is pervasive across the political spectrum.  The idea is not challenged because the history of American expansion in the world is not a history that is taught very much in our educational system. A couple of years ago Bush addressed the Philippine National Assembly and said, “America is proud of its part in the great story of the Filipino people. Together our soldiers liberated the Philippines from colonial rule.” The president apparently never learned the story of the bloody conquest of the Philippines.  And last year, when the Mexican ambassador to the UN said something undiplomatic about how the United States has been treating Mexico as its “backyard” he was immediately reprimanded by then–Secretary of State Colin Powell. Powell, denying the accusation, said, “We have too much of a history that we have gone through together.” (Had he not learned about the Mexican War or the military forays into Mexico?) The ambassador was soon removed from his post.  The major newspapers, television news shows, and radio talk shows appear not to know history, or prefer to forget it. There was an outpouring of praise for Bush’s second inaugural speech in the press, including the so-called liberal press (The Washington Post, The New York Times). The editorial writers eagerly embraced Bush’s words about spreading liberty in the world, as if they were ignorant of the history of such claims, as if the past two years’ worth of news from Iraq were meaningless.  Only a couple of days before Bush uttered those words about spreading liberty in the world, The New York Times published a photo of a crouching, bleeding Iraqi girl. She was screaming. Her parents, taking her somewhere in their car, had just been shot to death by nervous American soldiers.  One of the consequences of American exceptionalism is that the U.S. government considers itself exempt from legal and moral standards accepted by other nations in the world. There is a long list of such self-exemptions: the refusal to sign the Kyoto Treaty regulating the pollution of the environment, the refusal to strengthen the convention on biological weapons. The United States has failed to join the hundred-plus nations that have agreed to ban land mines, in spite of the appalling statistics about amputations performed on children mutilated by those mines. It refuses to ban the use of napalm and cluster bombs. It insists that it must not be subject, as are other countries, to the jurisdiction of the International Criminal Court.  What is the answer to the insistence on American exceptionalism? Those of us in the United States and in the world who do not accept it must declare forcibly that the ethical norms concerning peace and human rights should be observed. It should be understood that the children of Iraq, of China, and of Africa, children everywhere in the world, have the same right to life as American children. 
Links – Kuwait

(  ) Leaving troops in Kuwait is an act of colonialism.
BJ Sabri, Online Journal, July 15, 2005, http://www.onlinejournal.com/artman/publish/article_125.shtml

 Within this frame of thinking, did the US invade Iraq to colonize it? Of course, that was one among many other fundamental motivations and to execute it, Bush followed a historical precedent: the America frontier outpost or fort. The modern version of this precedent is the following modality: subvert current international laws that prohibit it, invade, occupy, install permanent military bases (forts), and then consolidate the status quo despite objections.  Permanent bases, therefore, are the clue to Bush’s colonialism in Iraq. In fact, Bush’s undeclared rationale to persist with his war rests on two principles: (1) to force the Iraqi people through systematic destruction and mass killing to accept the occupation regime, hence the conquest of their country, and (2) to extract concessions from an American-appointed Iraqi “leadership” to install military bases on Iraqi soil.  Generally, wherever there is an American military base, the country where that base exists is dialectically in a strict subaltern colonialist or imperialist relationship with the United States. For example, while Italy, South Korea, Bosnia, Bulgaria, Japan, Panama, Saudi Arabia, etc. maintain a semblance of independence, the U.S., largely, is the undeclared ruling power of their foreign policy and international commitments. If the relationship between those countries and the United States rests on reciprocal acknowledgment of sovereignty or state-to-state equality, and not that of imperialist subordination, then why do we not see any of their military bases in the United States?  More crucial than the presence of U.S. military bases are U.S. military interventions and wars. Functionally, these are a symbiotic combination between indirect colonialism and direct imperialism. For instance, since the end of the Gulf War in 1991, Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, Qatar, United Arab Emirates, and Oman had, de facto, become American protectorates and virtual colonies (indirect colonialism) while maintaining nominal sovereignty under American military coercion (direct imperialism.)  Regardless of how the US implements these relationships, its colonialist and imperialist expeditions in the world share three repetitive traits: (1) supremacist fascist ideology based on the given right of the United States; (2) deliberate mass destruction or extermination of adversaries as in the case of the Original Peoples of the United States; and (3) massive violence with deliberate intent to inflict mass destruction with connotations of genocide as in the case of Hiroshima, Nagasaki, Korea, Vietnam, and Iraq. 
Links – Iraq

(  ) The affirmative’s insistence on leaving troops in Iraq is emblematic of Pax Americana – the plan is nothing more than a strategic ploy to make imperialism more palatable.

John Judis, The American Prospect, October 22, 2007, http://www.prospect.org/cs/articles?article=bushs_neoimperialist_war

Though opposition to the American presence in Iraq has grown both there and in the U.S., Bush's televised address and Gen. David Petraeus' congressional testimony in September made clear that the administration has grown even more determined to remain there. As Spencer Ackerman points out, Bush's promise to stay in Iraq "as long as necessary, not one day longer" has given way to the promise of an "enduring relationship." And American projections of troop presence in Iraq now extend indefinitely into the future. If the administration's experience in Iraq does not parallel that of the British in Egypt, it won't be for lack of trying.  Indeed, this brand of imperialism, as practiced by the Bush administration, is remarkably similar to the older European variety. Its outward veneer is optimistic and even triumphalist, when articulated by a neo-conservative like Max Boot or William Kristol, and is usually accompanied by a vision of global moral-religious-social transformation. The British boasted of bringing Christianity and civilization to the heathens; America's neo-conservatives trumpet the virtues of free-market capitalism and democracy. And like the older imperialism, Bush's policy toward Iraq and the Middle East has been driven by a fear of losing out on scarce natural resources. Ultimately, his policy is as much a product of the relative decline of American power brought about by the increasingly fierce international competition for resources and markets as it is of America's "unipolar moment."  Bush and Cheney were hardly unique in worrying about the dwindling supply of oil. Bush's father and Bill Clinton also worried about it. But George H.W. Bush and Clinton acted on the premise that petroleum and natural gas were international commodities to which any purchaser should have access. Oil companies, which pressed for the removal of sanctions on Iraq and Iran, shared this view. When the elder Bush and Clinton sought to prevent Iraq from monopolizing the region's oil -- and using it as a political instrument -- they did so through the United Nations.  But George W. Bush has differed from his predecessors in both his concerns and his methods. Bush, prodded by Cheney, sought to win privileged access to Iraq's oil -- not necessarily for any particular company (although Cheney clearly wanted a role for Halliburton in building Iraq's oil infrastructure), but for American producers and consumers in general. That is similar to the strategy of the older imperial powers. And the method they employed was unilateral invasion -- oh yes, with the support of Britain, the former great imperial power in the region.  Bush's imperial strategy is sparking a new phase in oil diplomacy, where oil consumers like China are trying to lock up long-term deals with countries in Africa, Asia, and Latin America, and where the producers -- notably at this point Venezuela -- are beginning to use their oil wealth as a political weapon. The eventual outcome -- if this rivalry is not regulated through new international agreements -- could be the kind of tension that gave rise to World War I. 
Links – Turkey

(  ) The affirmative’s Turkey policy is founded on staunch unilateralism – it fails to acknowledge lack of common ground and puts US interests first.

Omer Taspinar, Co-Director of the Brookings Project on Turkey, “The Anatomy of Anti-Americanism in Turkey,” 2005, www.brookings.edu/~/media/Files/rc/articles/2005/1116turkey_taspinar/taspinar20051116.pdf
Today, terrorism is the most likely candidate to create a common threat. Yet, terrorism is a generic and subjective term that fails to trigger a clear sense of purpose and unity between America and its allies. In the eyes of Turkey, and probably the majority of the rest of the world, the ill-named “global war” on terrorism is an American affair. Even after the Istanbul bombings of 2003, a shared perception of the terrorist threat and a collective sense of vulnerability failed to convincingly emerge between Turkey and the United States. The fact of the matter is that all politics is local and most Turks simply do not relate to the trauma that Americans experienced on September 11, 2001. Terrorism, at best, is defined locally and within the framework of domestic grievances. Turkey’s focus on the PKK, in that sense is a national concern and creates no solidarity with Americans who instead tend to focus on the al-Qaeda threat. Quite the opposite, Turkey’s concern about the PKK is often accompanied with conspiracies about American support for Kurdish nationalism that only exacerbate anti-Americanism. Turks have also little sympathy for American unipolarism and unilateralism, especially when such unilateralism targets Turkey's neighbors such Iraq, Iran and Syria with no direct links with September 11. This explains the difference in how the Turkish public opinion reacted to Afghanistan versus the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq. On the other hand, resentment against unilateralism is hardly specific to Turkey. It does not explain why the Turkish case of anti-Americanism is more pronounced and particular compared to Europe for example. As previously mentioned, Turkey’s resentment against the United States appears to be more much more acute than in Europe according to polls who show higher levels of Turkish distrust of America. This is why one needs to look at the interplay between the United States and the domestic dynamics of Turkey. Needless to say, these have also changed significantly since the end of the Cold War.
Alternative Solves – Reject Ontology of Vietnam
(  ) Our alternative is reject the ontological assumptions of American exceptionalism and the amnesiac retelling of the story of Vietnam.  Only recognizing the ways in which Vietnam was deployed as a means of ending national self-questioning of the myths of American exceptionalism and interventionism solves the affirmative.  

William V. Spanos, Prof. of English and Comparative Literature @ SUNY Binghamton, “A Rumor of War: 9/11 and the Forgetting of the Vietnam War,” boundary 2, Volume 30, Number 3, 2003
I cannot here fully articulate this integral relationship between the end-of-history discourse (the announcement of the Pax Metaphysica, as it were) and the historical specificity of the Vietnam War.9 It will have to suffice simply to invoke a summary account of the representation of this relationship since the real defeat of the United States in Vietnam. The actual history of what I am calling the event of Vietnam begins, despite the consistently deliberate official misrepresentation to the American public of the raison d’être of U.S. involvement in Vietnam and of its actual practice, with [End Page 158]  the activation of a healthy national self-questioning of the perennial myth of American exceptionalism. I mean the consensual political, cultural, and even ontological assumptions—those that had their fictive origins in the founding of colonial America and that compelled the American res publica not simply to interfere in a people’s war in Vietnam, a Third World country west of the “last American frontier,” but to undertake something like genocide in its arrogantly ethnocentric effort to “win the hearts and minds” of the Vietnamese people to the basic (ontological) principles of American democracy, in an effort, as it were, to fulfill America’s “errand in the [Vietnamese] wilderness.” But this destructive history was subjected to an ideologically motivated rewriting inaugurated by the dominant culture around the time of the dedication of the Vietnam Veteran’s Memorial in 1982, a rewriting that was intended to recuperate the national consensus by “healing the wound” inflicted on the American national identity by the persuasive force of the indissolubly related civil rights, peace, and women’s movements in the Vietnam decade. Prepared for by the culture industry, most notably Hollywood’s incremental but inexorable transformation of the originally defeated and vilified American soldier into the mythic Rambo figure, the cross between Leatherstocking and bionic man, whose defeat in Vietnam is represented as a defeat not by the Vietnamese enemy but as one imposed on him by an American government corrupted by the un-American values of the protest movement, this re-visionary representational narrative achieved closure with the end of the cold war. This was the moment when the healthy national self-questioning precipitated by the self-destruction of the perennially benign American national identity, having passed through the recuperative “healing-the-wound” phase, came to be represented retrospectively as a collective psychological sickness that prevented the American soldier from winning the war. To put it positively, this recuperative renarrativization of the actual history of the Vietnam War came to closure when the “triumph” of America in the cold war and the apparently decisive defeat of Saddam Hussein enabled the dominant culture in America to declare, with a certainty that precluded serious response, that the national consensus disintegrated by the demagoguery of a small fraction of heretics was reestablished when, in the powerful revisionary trope of that euphoric moment, the suicidal national neurosis—“the Vietnam syndrome,” or, more decisively, “the Vietnam psychosis”—had been cured. 

Alternative Solves – Reject Ontology of Vietnam
(  ) Interrogating Vietnam reveals the flawed logic of American exceptionalism.

William V. Spanos, Prof. of English and Comparative Literature @ SUNY Binghamton, “A Rumor of War: 9/11 and the Forgetting of the Vietnam War,” boundary 2, Volume 30, Number 3, 2003
To reconstellate this epochal, yet still to be adequately thought, disclosure into the amnesiac, triumphalist post–cold war context, what has menaced the discourse of America ever since the “benign” intervention of the United States in Vietnam began manifesting itself in the destruction of the Vietnamese earth and its culture, and the indiscriminate—routinized—killing of Vietnamese people in order to “save Vietnam” is the specter [End Page 161] of its delegitimation, not simply (I want to emphasize) at the site of politics but all across the indissoluble continuum that comprises being as a whole, from the ontological through the linguistic and cultural, to the political sites. In short, what haunts America is the specter of an epistemic break. I mean, more precisely, the specter understood as that polyvalent differential “reality” that the constructed reality of empirical/technological thinking—Americanism, that is, metaphysics in its late, triumphant imperial mode—cannot finally accommodate to its instrumentalist “world picture.” The singular event of Vietnam—its recalcitrant refusal to be reduced to “war in general”—would deconstruct the dominant American culture’s representation of world history in the aftermath of the cold war as “the end of history.” That is why the intellectual deputies of this culture, like Fukuyama and Haass, the culture industry and the information agencies that have made them international luminaries in the domain of thought, and the corporate exponents of the “free” global market have been compelled at all cost to obliterate the event of Vietnam from their recuperative teleological historical narratives.

Alternative Solves – Rethink Thought
(  ) Rethinking thinking itself solves – only embracing the Heideggerian process of deconstructing instrumental thinking can solve the affirmative.

William V. Spanos, Prof. of English and Comparative Literature @ SUNY Binghamton, “A Rumor of War: 9/11 and the Forgetting of the Vietnam War,” boundary 2, Volume 30, Number 3, 2003
 In his late essays, Heidegger insistently called for the rethinking of [End Page 162] thinking itself as the first praxis in a “destitute time,”14 because “it lies under a double lack and a double Not: the No-more of the gods that have fled and the Not-yet of the god that is coming.”15 In the process, Heidegger proleptically referred to this representation of being in modernity as the planetary triumph of technology in the “age of the world picture.”16 By “world picture,” he meant the global triumph of a mode of knowledge production—and the language, the saying, inherent in it—inaugurated by the imperial Romans that reduces the differential force of the being about which it is inquiring into an inclusive and naturalized spatial trope: a “world picture” (Weltbild), or, to invoke an undeveloped but extremely suggestive motif in Foucault’s thought, a “domain,” an “area,” a “region,” a “field,” a “territory” to be conquered and colonized, as the (Roman/Latin) etymologies of these metaphors make forcefully clear. “Region” (of knowledge), for example, derives from the Latin regere, “to command”; “domain,” from dominus, “master” or “lord”; “province,” from vincere, “to conquer.”17 This is what Heidegger [End Page 163] meant when, in response to his Japanese interlocutor’s reference to the East’s increasing temptation “to rely on European ways of representation,” he said that this “temptation is reinforced by a process which I would call the complete Europeanization of the earth and man.”18 It is this fulfillment, or, rather, consummation, of the logical economy of metaphysics that, despite the failure of the opposition to hear its claims—not to say the haunting silence on which they are based—announces itself at the end of the cold war as the end of the dialectical historical process and the advent of the end of history. And it is this consummation—this “end of philosophy,” as it were—that calls for the retrieval of Heidegger’s project, or, at any rate, the retrieval of the de-structive or deconstructive initiative instigated by his interrogation of instrumental thinking, the anthropological or post-Enlightenment modality of the end-oriented or retro-spective calculative thinking privileged by the Occidental tradition. This time around, however, the deconstructive initiative should be undertaken with fuller awareness than in the 1960s and 1970s of the indissoluble relationship between being and “the world,” between thinking/language and praxis. 

Alternative Solves – New Critical Consciousness
(  ) Embracing emancipatory practice and a new critical consciousness solves.

William V. Spanos, Prof. of English and Comparative Literature @ SUNY Binghamton, “A Rumor of War: 9/11 and the Forgetting of the Vietnam War,” boundary 2, Volume 30, Number 3, 2003
In the face of the impasse of emancipatory practice in the “postcolonial” period, Said, with Deleuze, Virilio, and the Theodor Adorno of Minima Moralia in mind, calls for “a new critical consciousness” that would take its lead from the radical transformation of the global demographics precipitated by the depredations of modern European imperialism. The imperial project and its postcolonial aftermath, he observes (in a political rhetoric that is remarkably like the ontological rhetoric that circulates around Heidegger’s [End Page 170] Abgeschiedene), “produced homeless wanderers, nomads, and vagrants, unassimilated to the emerging [postcolonial] structures of institutional power, rejected by the established order for their intransigence and obdurate rebelliousness. And insofar as these people exist between the old and the new, between the old empire and the new state, their condition articulates the tensions, irresolutions, and contradictions in the overlapping territories shown on the cultural map of imperialism.”28 Unlike the available postcolonial (and posthistorical) discourses, therefore, the new critical consciousness Said symptomatically derives from these “tensions, irresolutions and contradictions” that are embodied in the diasporic condition of a massive part of the population of the planet will not be answerable to the thinking/saying of the “triumphant” imperial culture. To invoke Althusser, this new critical consciousness, in its strategically contradictory “ec-centricity,” its unaccountability, and its measurelessness, will not be interpellated by the saying—the concept of agency—on which the dominant liberal capitalist discourse utterly relies to maintain its hegemony:      It is no exaggeration to say that liberation as an intellectual mission, born in the resistance and opposition to the confinements and ravages of imperialism, has now shifted from the settled, established, and domesticated dynamics of culture to its unhoused, decentered, and exilic energies, energies whose incarnation today is the migrant, and whose consciousness is that of the intellectual and artist in exile, the political figure between domains, between forms, between homes, and between languages. . . . And while it would be the rankest Panglossian dishonesty to say that the bravura performances of the intellectual exile and the miseries of the displaced person or refugee are the same, it is possible, I think, to regard the intellectual as first distilling then articulating the predicaments that disfigure modernity—mass deportation, imprisonment, population transfer, collective dispossession, and forced migrations.
Alternative Solves – Capitalism

(  ) Forgetting the history of Vietnam enables liberal capitalism and perpetuates instrumentalist logic that culminated in the Holocaust, and ensures the continuation of Pax Americana – only retelling the history of Vietnam solves the affirmative.
William V. Spanos, Prof. of English and Comparative Literature @ SUNY Binghamton, “A Rumor of War: 9/11 and the Forgetting of the Vietnam War,” boundary 2, Volume 30, Number 3, 2003
 In short, the history of the representation of the Vietnam War has been an amnesiac and, insofar as this forgetting is a forgetting of the difference that makes a difference, a banalizing history. In obliterating the [End Page 159] radically contradictory memory of Vietnam, this forgetful remembering has enabled the dominant liberal democratic capitalist culture to represent the denouement of this narrative as the fulfillment of an original promise: as the end of history and the advent of the Pax Americana. I am invoking this Latin term to recall the promise/fulfillment structure of Virgil’s Aeneid, which America, like so many other imperial Western nations, appropriated, from the beginning, not simply to justify its ontologically grounded errand in the Western wilderness but to represent its violent depredations beyond its frontiers and its imperium sine fine in the benign image of universal peace.10  What, in other words, has haunted the dominant American culture throughout the thirty years since the American invasion of Vietnam, what it would forget at all costs, is the decisively delegitimizing aporia precipitated by the fulfillment of the onto-logic of the truth discourse of America. I am referring to the genocidal violence perpetrated by the United States against the Vietnamese people in the name of “saving Vietnam” for the “free world,” the violence synecdochically disclosed by the undeviatingly banal problem-solving logic of the Pentagon Papers that killed, mutilated, and uprooted millions of Vietnamese people—mostly innocent peasants—destroyed their land, and disintegrated their traditional rice culture. The chilling indifference to human life, especially to Vietnamese life, of this utterly instrumentalist logic is epitomized in a memorandum McGeorge Bundy, on his return from a “fact-finding” visit to Vietnam, wrote to President Johnson (7 February 1965), recommending the initiation of a full-scale bombing campaign against North Vietnam:      We believe that the best available way of increasing our chance of success in Vietnam is the development and execution of a policy of sustained reprisal against North Vietnam—a policy in which air and naval action against the North is justified by and related to the whole Viet Cong campaign of violence and terror in the South.      While we believe that the risks of such a policy are acceptable, we emphasize that its costs are real. It implies significant U.S. air losses even if no full air war is joined, and it seems likely that it would eventually require an extensive and costly effort against the whole air defense system of North Vietnam.  Yet measured against the costs of defeat in Vietnam, this program [End Page 160] seems cheap. And even if it fails to turn the tide—as it may—the value of the effort seems to us to exceed its cost.11  The sublime inhumanity of this mindless cost-efficiency logic—the “best and the brightest” in the Kennedy and Johnson administrations called it “can-do” thinking12—cannot help but recall Hannah Arendt’s resonant, but still to be understood, attribution of the horrifically murderous role Adolph Eichmann, the Nazi functionary, played in the accomplishment of the Final Solution, not to evil as it has been traditionally understood in the West but to the utter banalization of thinking incumbent on the triumph of instrumental thinking in the Third Reich:      The immediate impulse [for my preoccupation with thinking in The Life of the Mind] came from my attending the Eichmann trial in Jerusalem. In my report of it I spoke of “the banality of evil.” . . . [W]hat I was confronted with was utterly different [from what the traditional concept of evil led one to expect] and still undeniably factual. I was struck by a manifest shallowness in the doer that made it impossible to trace the uncontestable evil of his deeds to any deeper level of roots or motives. The deeds were monstrous, but the doer . . . was quite ordinary, commonplace, and neither demonic nor monstrous. There was no sign in him of firm ideological convictions or of specific evil motives, and the only notable characteristic one could detect in his past behavior during the trial and throughout the pre-trial police examination was something entirely negative: it was not stupidity but thoughtlessness.13 

Impacts – Military Intervention

(  ) Military intervention causes extinction.

István Mészáros, Professor Emeritus at the University of Sussex, The Monthly Review, June 2003, http://monthlyreview.org/0603meszaros.htm
The dangers and immense suffering caused by all attempts at solving deep-seated social problems by militaristic interventions, on any scale, are obvious enough. If, however, we look more closely at the historical trend of militaristic adventures, it becomes frighteningly clear that they show an ever greater intensification and an ever-increasing scale, from local confrontations to two horrendous world wars in the twentieth century, and to the potential annihilation of humankind when we reach our own time. It is most relevant to mention in this context the distinguished Prussian military officer and practical as well as theoretical strategist, Karl Marie von Clausewitz (1780-1831), who died in the same year as Hegel; both of them killed by cholera. It was von Clausewitz, director of the Military School of Berlin in the last thirteen years of his life, who in his posthumously published book—Vom Kriege (On War, 1833)—offered a classic definition of the relationship between politics and war that is still frequently quoted: “war is the continuation of politics by other means.” This famous definition was tenable until quite recently, but has become totally untenable in our time. It assumed the rationality of the actions which connect the two domains of politics and war as the continuation of one another. In this sense, the war in question had to be winnable, at least in principle, even if miscalculations leading to defeat could be contemplated at the instrumental level. Defeat by itself could not destroy the rationality of war as such, since after the—however unfavorable—new consolidation of politics the defeated party could plan another round of war as the rational continuation of its politics by other means. Thus the absolute condition of von Clausewitz’s equation to be satisfied was the winnability of war in principle, so as to recreate the “eternal cycle” of politics leading to war, and back to politics leading to another war, and so on ad infinitum. The actors involved in such confrontations were the national states. No matter how monstrous the damage inflicted by them on their adversaries, and even on their own people (just remember Hitler!), the rationality of the military pursuit was guaranteed if the war could be considered winnable in principle. Today the situation is qualitatively different for two principal reasons. First, the objective of the feasible war at the present phase of historical development, in accordance with the objective requirements of imperialism—world domination by capital’s most powerful state, in tune with its own political design of ruthless authoritarian “globalization” (dressed up as “free exchange” in a U.S. ruled global market)—is ultimately unwinnable, foreshadowing, instead, the destruction of humankind. This objective by no stretch of imagination could be considered a rational objective in accord with the stipulated rational requirement of the “continuation of politics by other means” conducted by one nation, or by one group of nations against another. Aggressively imposing the will of one powerful national state over all of the others, even if for cynical tactical reasons the advocated war is absurdly camouflaged as a “purely limited war” leading to other “open ended limited wars,” can therefore be qualified only as total irrationality. The second reason greatly reinforces the first. For the weapons already available for waging the war or wars of the twenty first century are capable of exterminating not only the adversary but the whole of humanity, for the first time ever in history. Nor should we have the illusion that the existing weaponry marks the very end of the road. Others, even more instantly lethal ones, might appear tomorrow or the day after tomorrow. Moreover, threatening the use of such weapons is by now considered an acceptable state strategic device. Thus, put reasons one and two together, and the conclusion is inescapable: envisaging war as the mechanism of global government in today’s world underlines that we find ourselves at the precipice of absolute irrationality from which there can be no return if we accept the ongoing course of development. What was missing from von Clausewitz’s classic definition of war as the “continuation of politics by other means” was the investigation of the deeper underlying causes of war and the possibility of their avoidance. The challenge to face up to such causes is more urgent today than ever before. For the war of the twenty first century looming ahead of us is not only “not winnable in principle.” Worse than that, it is in principle unwinnable. Consequently, envisaging the pursuit of war, as the Bush administration’s September 17, 2002 strategic document does, make Hitler’s irrationality look like the model of rationality. 

Impacts – Capitalism
(  ) Capitalism guarantees extinction.
Joel Kovel, Professor of Social Studies at Bard College, 2002, The Enemy of Nature, 5-6

As the world, or to be more exact, the Western, industrial world, has leapt into a prosperity unimaginable to prior generations, it has prepared for itself a calamity far more unimaginable still. The present world system in effect has had three decades to limit its growth, and it has failed so abjectly that even the idea of limiting growth has been banished from official discourse. Further, it has been proved decisively that the internal logic of the present system translates ‘growth’ into increasing wealth for the few and increasing misery for the many. We must begin our inquiry therefore, with the chilling fact that ‘growth’ so conceived means the destruction of the natural foundation of civilization. If the world were a living organism, then any sensible observer would conclude that this ‘growth’ is a cancer that, if not somehow treated, means the destruction of human society, and even raises the question of the extinction of our species. A simple extrapolation tells us as much, once we learn that the growth is uncontrollable. The details are important and interesting, but less so than the chief conclusion —
that irresistible growth, and the evident fact that this growth destabilizes and breaks down the natural ground necessary for human existence, means, in the plainest terms, that we are doomed under the present social order, and that we had better change it as soon as possible if we are to survive. One wants to scream out this brutal and plain truth, which should be on the masthead of every newspaper and the station-identification of every media outlet, the leading issue before Congress and all governmental organ​izations, the focus of every congregation and the centrepiece of every curriculum at all levels of education ... but is nothing of the kind. 

(  ) Capitalism causes gender oppression.
Joel Kovel, Professor of Social Studies at Bard College, 2002, The Enemy of Nature, 55

A similar splitting is played out in the sphere of gender. As ecosystems are broken up and rearranged under capitalism, a fraction of women in metropolitan regions attain considerable autonomy and opportunity, while conditions for the world’s majority sharply deteriorate. This is evident in the high percentage of women in sweatshops around the world (where fine motor skills and patriarchally imposed docility are valued); the burgeoning sex trade industries, where numberless women have now, in the era of free trade, become actual slaves (as have innumerable others in the sweatshops); as well as the general rise of rape and spousal abuse as concomitants of a disintegrating social order, so far gone that a recent UNICEF report in​dicates that nearly half the world’s women come under attack by those closest to them.7

Impacts – Calculative Thought

(  ) Calculative thought necessitates radical objectification which manifests itself in the worst forms of brutality and violence – only the alternative solves.
Nate Gorelick, PhD Student in Comparative Literature @ SUNY-Buffalo, “Imagining Extraordinary Renditions,” Theory and Event, Volume 11, Number 2, 2008
But if torture operates as a metaphor for brutal, authoritarian statism, this is so because it speaks to an entire epistemology of security wherein the life of the individual is only valuable insofar as it maintains some utility for the biopolitical population of which it is a part. The population, increasingly in need of protection from the disorderly world of threats, is harnessed in opposition to its dangerous others. This is particularly true for the war on terror; as Giorgio Agamben warned immediately after the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, "A state which has security as its only task and source of legitimacy is a fragile organism; it can always be provoked by terrorism to turn itself terroristic."32  Aimé Césaire noted this phenomenon in his articulation of the full brutality of colonialism, and in his equation, "colonization = thingification"; as extraordinary rendition demonstrates, the total securitization of everyday life, like colonization, conceptually transforms people into objects through (and against) which to define state authority.33 This radical objectification manifests as "force, brutality, cruelty, sadism... forced labor, intimidation, pressure... contempt, mistrust, arrogance, self-complacency, swinishness, brainless elites, degraded masses."34 Yet, as Césaire demonstrates, this "thingification" of life is not an accidental byproduct of European liberal humanism. Instead, the worst forms of violence are, in a very real sense, necessitated by the Enlightenment and the western metaphysical tradition of which it is a product. In Césaire's words, "through the mouths of the Sarrauts and the Bardes, the Mullers and the Renans, through the mouths of all those who considered -- and consider -- it lawful to apply to non-European peoples 'a kind of expropriation for public purposes' for the benefit of nations that were stronger and better equipped, it was already Hitler speaking!"35 Moreover, as Césaire and many other colonial and post-colonial thinkers suggest, the cultivation of the fundamental unit of political and moral account -- the sovereign subject -necessitates an other against which to define legitimate subjectivity. The other is constituted in opposition to everything that the sovereign, rational, autonomous self supposedly is not. The irrational other, thus devalued, can be abused, erased or exterminated with impunity. 

AT: Permutation

(  ) The permutation privileges praxis over theory – only responding to the Heideggerian call to “think the nothing” solves the affirmative.

William V. Spanos, Prof. of English and Comparative Literature @ SUNY Binghamton, “A Rumor of War: 9/11 and the Forgetting of the Vietnam War,” boundary 2, Volume 30, Number 3, 2003
 Characteristically, Said overdetermines praxis over theory. As a consequence, he fails to see adequately, despite his symptomatic gesture toward it, how essential the imperative to rethink thinking itself is to the radically different, and differential, emancipatory sociopolitical agenda he infers from the damaged condition of the displaced people—these “non-beings”—of the postcolonial occasion. This is why I think it is necessary to retrieve, in this temporal and spatial “in between,” what I have been calling for convenience the Heideggerian initiative to think the “nothing” that an imperial science will have nothing to do with, or rather to reconstellate this general but discontinuous initiative into the context of the post–cold war postcolonial occasion, which is the concern not only of Said but of the current dominant oppositional discourses.  To put it synecdochically, we might say that the inadequately thought relay between Said’s “new critical consciousness” and his diagnosis of the global demographics precipitated at and by the end of imperialism—it is, not incidentally, a diagnosis proleptically announced (though it has barely been noticed) by Arendt in The Origins of Totalitarianism—compels us to think Said’s political “émigré” differently. It compels us, more specifically, to think this elusive itinerant, this “nomad,” who will refuse to be answerable to “the general pattern,” the “administered world,” the “consciousness industry,” in relation to the ontological nothing that belongs to the Being posited by the thought of modernity, the anxiety-provoking non-being Heidegger announced at the beginning of this century. I mean, more precisely, the “phantasm”—which is an “outrage” to instrumental reason—precipitated by and at the “end of philosophy,” by and at, that is, the triumph of technological thinking and the accomplishment of modernity’s imperial agenda in the globalized electronic “age of the world picture.” Or, to appropriate the trope Derrida has recently invoked to rehearse his solidarity with a “certain Marx” against “the new [post–cold war] Holy Alliance,” the unthought in Said’s [End Page 172] equation compels us to think his émigré in relation with the specter that menaces the triumphant end-of-history discourse of the new world order.30  Understood as this contradictory revenant that returns to visit the visitor, as Derrida puts this “hauntology” to evoke the reductive and pacifying unidirectional imperial visualism of metaphysical thinking, the spectral is a trope that brings the ontological discourse of Heidegger and the political discourse of this “certain” (post-Marxist) Marx into an uncannily resonant relationship.31 Indeed, in thus reconstellating “Heideggerian” theory into the postcolonial occasion, it brings into clear and resonantly visible focus a hitherto disablingly blurred or neglected, if not entirely rejected, understanding of a recurrent, fundamental, and potentially politically productive motif of postmodern theory at large. I am not simply referring to the indissoluble relationship between the various philosophical names that different species of postmodern theory have attributed to the “alterity” that belongs to the metaphysical principle of Identity. I am also referring to the relay between the “other” of the metaphysical Identity of Western thinking and the “other” of the ethnocentric Identity of the Occident, more specifically, those who have been forcefully unhomed by the global fulfillment of the logical economy of the imperial project. I mean, to repeat, the indissoluble relationship between, on the one hand, the “nothing” (Heidegger), the “trace” or “différance” (Derrida), the “surplus always exterior to the totality” (Levinas), the “differend” (Lyotard), “the invisible” (Althusser), and, on the other, the “pariah” (Arendt), “the jew” (Lyotard), the “migrant” (Virilio), the “nomad” (Deleuze and Guattari), the “hybrid” (Bhabha), the “catachrestic remainder” (Spivak), the “non-being” (Dussel), the “refugee” (Agamben), and, most resonantly, the “émigré” (Said). [End Page 173] And in thus focusing this indissoluble relay, which could be collectively subsumed under the silence that belongs to the totalized saying privileged by a metaphysical representation of being as Being, this reconstellation also points the way that the rethinking or retrieval of thinking (and poiesis) must take when history has come to its end in the age of the world picture, which is to say, in the “posthistorical” age of transnational capitalism. In the interregnum, which bears witness to the massive displacement of human lives precipitated by the globalization of the idea of liberal capitalist democracy—and the utter inadequacy of the Western interpretation of human rights—it is not enough to engage capitalist economics or politics, or patriarchy, or racism, or classism, and so on. All these pursued independently remain trapped within the strategic disciplinarity of the dominant discourse. In the interregnum, rather, the thinker and the poet must think the polyvalent manifestations of the spectrality released by the consummation of the Pax 
AT: Permutation
Metaphysica if they are to prepare the way for a politics that is adequate to the task of resisting the impending Pax Americana and, beyond that, of establishing a polis that, in its always open-ended agonistics, precludes what Arendt, far more clearly than Heidegger and all those postmodern critics of the city of modernity, recognized as the banality of evil incumbent on the reduction of being at large to a territory, planetary in scope, to be conquered, compartmentalized, and administered. Which is to say on all self-righteous proclamations of universal peace that justify the physical and spiritual slaughter and maiming of human life.
(  ) The permutation is a refusal to engage in a critique of the methodology and epistemological foundations of their affirmative.

Edward Said, Prof. of English @ Columbia,  Orientalism Reconsidered, Cultural Critic, Autumn 1985
But along with the greater capacity for dealing with - in Ernst  Bloch's phrase  - the non-synchronous experiences of Europe's Other  has gone a fairly uniform avoidance of the relationship between European imperialism and these variously constituted, variously formed  and articulated knowledges. What, in other words, has never taken  place is an epistemological critique at the most fundamental level of  the connection between the development of a historicism which has  expanded and developed enough to include antithetical attitudes such  as ideologies of Western imperialism and critiques of imperialism, on  the one hand, and, on the other, the actual practise of imperialism by  which the accumulation of territories and population, the control of  economies, and the incorporation and homogenization of histories  are maintained. If we keep this in mind we will remark, for example,  that in the methodological assumptions and practise of world history  - which is ideologically anti-imperialist - little or no attention is  given to those cultural practises like Orientalism or ethnography affiliated with imperialism, which in genealogical fact fathered world  history itself; hence the emphasis in world history as a discipline has  been on economic and political practises, defined by the processes of  world historical writing, as in a sense separate and different from, as well as unaffected by, the knowledge of them which world history produces. The curious result is that the theories of accumulation on a  world scale, or the capitalist world state, or lineages of absolutism  depend (a) on the same displaced percipient and historicist observer  who had been an Orientalist or colonial traveler three generations ago;  (b) they depend also on a homogenizing and incorporating world  historical scheme that assimilated non-synchronous developments, histories, cultures, and peoples to it; and (c) they block and keep down latent epistemological critiques of the institutional, cultural, and disciplinary instruments linking the incorporative practise of world history with partial knowledges like Orientalism, on the one hand, and with continued "Western" hegemony of the non-European, peripheral world, on the other. 
AT: Realism

 (  ) Security measures don’t solve – they increase the propensity for the impacts they isolate and cause worse insecurity.

Paul Rubinson, H-Peace, July 2005, http://www.h-net.org/reviews/showrev.php?id=10728
 3. The idea that human rights and civil liberties exist only in inverse proportion to human security rests on a number of false assumptions. The first and most fundamental false assumption is that governments and security agencies view and practice national security primarily in terms of human security. In truth governments and security agencies tend to view security almost solely in terms of military strength and political order. National security measures are ineffective in preventing acts that imperil human security because they tend to be framed in the context of ‘national interest’; basically a euphemism for the dominant political and economic interests. State security measures are thus frequently targeted at individuals or groups that challenge the legitimacy of the political status quo or economic order rather than at those engaged in extreme acts of violence that imperil human security. In addition, state security measures are often themselves a source of terror and human insecurity that are far more pervasive than the terror it is purportedly countering. State security measures can also add to human insecurity by creating the type of political and social environments that nurture the growth of the type of terror they are said to be preventing. 

(  ) Realism is not a rational or neutral discourse – it is socially constructed by IR theorists and the State to create a particular version of reality.

Paul Rubinson, H-Peace, July 2005, http://www.h-net.org/reviews/showrev.php?id=10728
 In the third section Gusterson confronts the ideology of realism as embodied in the intertwined worlds of diplomats and international relations (IR) theorists. Much like weapons labs, this world makes up a highly influential and nebulous part of the securityscape. This section hardly mentions the bomb. Instead, it offers a jeremiad against the ideology of realism, nestled within a skillful analysis of an elite part of the securityscape. Gusterson first challenges the realist notion that a state's interests are self-evident. Instead, he argues, "national interests and identities are socially constructed through the functioning of dominant discourses" (p. 86). Gusterson then criticizes IR theorists, arguing that they suffer from a "blind spot" and exist in a paradigm of circular logic (p. 104). IR studies, he writes, "is a discourse that gives interpretive meaning to events but cannot be tested by them" (p. 120). 

AT: Security

(  ) No solvency – 9/11 proves that securitization is happening now.
Jude McCulloch, Deakin U., “Counterterrorism and (in)security,” borderlands, Volume 1, Number 1, 2002
2. The notion that security, human rights and civil liberties cannot comfortably coexist has gained great momentum after the September 11 attack on the United States. Summing up this sentiment, the United Kingdom Home Secretary said ‘We could live in a world which is airy-fairy, libertarian, where everyone does precisely what they like and we believe the best of everybody and then they destroy us’ (Guardian November 12, 2001). Internationally, a whole raft of national security measures have been implemented or proposed post September 11 that fly in the face of civil liberties and human rights (see, for example, Thomas 2002). In more authoritarian, totalitarian or militarized states these measure have undermined any tentative moves towards democracy and resulted in an intensification of repression. In established democracies like Australia they have seen or foreshadowed a wholesale erosion of the bed rock principles of liberal democracy that in the end may signal the beginning of a post liberal era where forms of state repression move towards global convergence. In the pervasive climate of fear and insecurity after the attacks in the United States and Bali, the erosion and even total abrogation of civil liberties and human rights are promoted as the price to be paid for increased security. The reality, however, is that these measures will inevitably be counterproductive to human security and lead to greater conflict and suffering. 
AT: You’re Alternative Does Nothing!

(  ) Their claims that the alternative does nothing are a mechanism for silencing dissent at American exceptionalism. Colonialism, and genocide – critique is the only option.
William V. Spanos, Prof. of English and Comparative Literature @ SUNY Binghamton, “Global American,” symploke, Volume 16, Number 1, 2008
 Nor am I suggesting that the analogy I am proposing is utterly foreign to the oppositional intellectual milieu in America. Though the relay between the instrumentalist official and public discourse and the dehumanized political practices of violence have been fundamental to oppositional discourses, especially since the Vietnam War, it has nevertheless been by and large symptomatic. This was not only the case during the Vietnam War, when the oppositional constituencies focused their critique on the dehumanized public language of the “body count” (or on the official language of the “war of attrition”). It has also been the case throughout the long and continuing aftermath of the Vietnam War under the impetus of the various perspectives of poststructuralist theory. [End Page 179] (For convenience, I will distinguish broadly and, I admit, reductively between those who have followed the directives of de-struction [Martin Heidegger], deconstruction [Jacques Derrida, Paul de Man, Jean-François Lyotard], and psychoanalytic criticism [Jacques Lacan], which over-determine the sites of ontology [being], epistemology [the subject], and language [representation], on the one hand, and those following the directives of genealogical or New Historicist criticism [Michel Foucault], Neo-Marxism [Antonio Gramsci, Theodor Adorno, Fredric Jameson, Terry Eagleton], cultural criticism [Raymond Williams, Stuart Hall] postcolonialism [Frantz Fanon, C. L. R. James, Edward W. Said, Ranajit Guha], feminism [Simone de Beauvoir, Luce Irigaray, Gayatri Spivak, who over-determine the sites of sociopolitics], and the more hybrid New Americanist criticism [Sacvan Bercovitch, Donald Pease, John Carlos Rowe, Russ Castronuovo, Amy Kaplan].)  Throughout the Cold War era, especially since the Vietnam War, these American oppositional discourses have intuited this complicity between the deeply backgrounded, privileged instrumentalist language (thinking) of “America” and the dehumanized violence the U.S. has perpetrated in the name of its deeply backgrounded exceptionalist mission in the “wilderness” of the modern world. But they have not, I submit, overtly called this complicity by its right name. This is, no doubt, partly because of a failure of nerve—a shrinking back from that to which their disclosive discourses have brought them face to face.5 But this failure is also partly because these oppositional discourses have tended to remain disciplinary—some focused on language and the others, in an antithetical way, on politics—and thus have failed to [End Page 180] perceive the indissoluble relay between the two in the very process of making it.  My argument in this essay, to repeat, is that the official and public American discourse to which I have been referring is precariously similar to that of Arendt’s representative German functionary, Adolph Eichmann, in its deadly instrumentalist superficiality—its blindness and indifference to the sociopolitical violence against other humans (the German people’s Others) which it enables and justifies, that is to say, the banality of the evil it perpetrates. I cannot, of course, invoke in this limited space the history of this American discourse that would validate and authorize this argument. Following Arendt’s directive—her representation of Eichmann as the type of the German everyman of the Nazi era—I will, instead, retrieve and reconstellate into the present a few synecdochical instances of this discursive history. Previously symptomatically analyzed by others in terms of the dehumanized and dehumanizing tenor of their language, these instances, typical of the fate of unaccommodatable contradictions to the official discourse, have by now been obliterated from the American historical memory. They will, I hope, at a least suggest the viability of my argument. 
AT: We’re Anti-Colonialist!
(  ) Don’t let them characterize t he plan as an anti-colonialist withdrawal of forces – the affirmative is a means of altering US grand strategy in a manner that appears benevolent while maintaining oppressive hegemony.

The Monthly Review, “US Military Bases and Empire,” Volume 53, Number 10, March 2002, http://monthlyreview.org/0302editr.htm
 The United States, as we have seen, has built a chain of military bases and staging areas around the globe, as a means of deploying air and naval forces to be used on a moment’s notice—all in the interest of maintaining its political and economic hegemony. These bases are not, as was the case for Britain in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, simply integral parts of a colonial empire, but rather take on even greater importance, “in the absence of colonialism.”* The United States, which has sought to maintain an imperial economic system without formal political controls over the territorial sovereignty of other nations, has employed these bases to exert force against those nations that have sought to break out of the imperial system altogether, or that have attempted to chart an independent course that is perceived as threatening U.S. interests. Without the worldwide dispersion of U.S. military forces in these bases, and without the U.S. predisposition to employ them in its military interventions, it would be impossible to keep many of the more dependent economic territories of the periphery from breaking away. 

AT: Discourse Doesn’t Matter
(  ) Discourse permeates politics - it is essential to evaluating the political.

James Der Derian and Micheal J. Shapiro, International/Intertextual Relations: Postmodern Readings of World Politics, 1989, 12

Given that our understanding of conflict, war, or, more generally, the space within which international politics is deployed is always mediated by modes of representation and thus by all the various mechanisms involved in text construction—grammars, rhetorics, and narrativity—we must operate with a view of politics that is sensitive to textuality. While much of political thinking is exhausted by concern with the distribution of things thought to be meaningful and valuable, our attention is drawn to another aspect of political processes, that aspect in which the boundaries for constituting meaning and value are constructed. Political processes are, among other things, contests over the alternative understandings (often implicit) immanent in the representational practices that implicate the actions and objects one recognizes and the various spaces—leisure, work, political, private, public— within which persons and things take on their identities. Although it tends to operate implicitly, the separation of the world into kinds of space is perhaps the most significant kind of practice for establishing the systems of intelligibility within which understandings of global politics are forged.
