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AFF ANSWERS

Saying that the police are or are not militarized is beside the point and distracts from the basic need to oppose militarism, making their alternative impossible

Kraska 2007 (Peter B. Kraska. Professor and Senior Research Fellow, College of Justice and Strategy, Eastern Kentucky University, USA. “Militarization and Policing—Its Relevance to 21st Century Police.” December 13, 2007. Policing Journal (2007): pam065v1-pam065. http://policing.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/pam065v1#B15. MR)

Evaluating police militarization is a credible and important endeavor, and it can be accomplished through empirical evidence and rigorous scholarship. Of course, the integrity of this endeavor hinges on the clarity of our concepts.  Militarism, in its most basic sense, is an ideology focused on the best means to solve problems. It is a set of beliefs, values, and assumptions that stress the use of force and threat of violence as the most appropriate and efficacious means to solve problems. It emphasizes the exercise of military power, hardware, organization, operations, and technology as its primary problem-solving tools. Militarization is the implementation of the ideology, militarism. It is the process of arming, organizing, planning, training for, threatening, and sometimes implementing violent conflict. To militarize means adopting and applying the central elements of the military model to an organization or particular situation.  Police militarization, therefore, is simply the process whereby civilian police increasingly draw from, and pattern themselves around, the tenets of militarism and the military model. As seen in Figure 1, four dimensions of the military model provide us with tangible indicators of police militarization:material—martial weaponry, equipment, and advanced technology;  cultural—martial language, style (appearance), beliefs, and values;  organizational—martial arrangements such as ‘command and control’ centers [e.g. (COMPSTAT)], or elite squads of officers patterned after military special operations patrolling high-crime areas (as opposed to the traditional officer on the beat);  Operational—patterns of activity modeled after the military such as in the areas of intelligence, supervision, handling high-risk situations, or war-making/restoration (e.g. weed and seed. It should be obvious that the police since their inception have been to some extent ‘militarized.’ After all, the foundation of military and police power is the same—the state sanctioned capacity to use physical force to accomplish their respective objectives (external and internal security) (discussed further in Kraska, 1994). Therefore, the real concern when discerning police militarization is one of degree—or put differently, the extent to which a civilian police body is militarized.  Police militarization, in all countries and across any time in history, must be conceived of as the degree or extent of militarization. Any assertion that the police are or are not militarized is simply misguided. This is a nuance easily overlooked by police analysts who react defensively to using these organizing concepts (Kraska, 1999). They reason that because a police paramilitary squad such as a US SWAT team retains key attributes of civilian police—for example not being allowed to indiscriminately kill—the concepts of ‘militarization’ or ‘militarism’ do not apply. This encourages a one-dimensional conceptual lens which sees police as either being militarized or not. The point here is that any analysis of militarization among civilian police has to focus on where the civilian police fall on the continuum—culturally, organizationally, operationally, and materially—and in what direction they are currently headed (Kraska, 1999).  It is worth noting that beyond the police, militarism and militarization can operate as powerful theoretical lenses to make sense of many issues and trends in society—particularly those societies such as the United States that place a premium on military superiority. In fact, many analysts see these as dominant influences in foreign policy and increasingly domestic policies when it comes to issues of security.  
There is a reason the police and military are separately defined; they serve inherently different functions in society, combining the terms creates a bloodthirsty military, turns the impact of the kritik

Schneier 05 (Bruce, Chief Security Technology Officer of British Telecom “Giving the U.S. Military the Power to conduct domestic Surveillence”, http://www.schneier.com/blog/archives/2005/11/giving_the_us_m.html, November 28, 2005, Accessed June 22, 2010)

The police and the military have fundamentally different missions. The police protect citizens. The military attacks the enemy. When you start giving police powers to the military, citizens start looking like the enemy. We gain a lot of security because we separate the functions of the police and the military, and we will all be much less safer if we allow those functions to blur. This kind of thing worries me far more than terrorist threats. 

AFF ANSWERS

The Kritik’s insistence on rejecting the difference of military and police can only push the meaning of the words into synonym. This endangers the American state, creating an aggressive policing force that America has been trying to avoid since the civil war

Healy, 2003 (Gene, Senior Editor at the Cato Institute, “Blurring the Civilian-Military Line”, The Freeman, http://www.thefreemanonline.org/featured/blurring-the-civilian-military-line/, Volume 53, Issue 2 , February 2003, Accessed June 22, 2010) SS

The soldier’s mission, as soldiers often phrase it, is “killing people and breaking things,” and they’re trained accordingly. In contrast, police officers, ideally, are trained to operate in an environment where constitutional rights apply and to use force only as a last resort. Accordingly, Americans going back at least to the Boston Massacre of 1770 have understood the importance of keeping the military out of domestic law enforcement. That understanding is reflected in the Posse Comitatus Act (PCA) of 1878, which makes it a criminal offense to use U.S. military personnel as a police force. The phrase “posse comitatus,” Latin for “the power or force of the county,” refers to the sheriff’s common-law power to call on the male population of a county for assistance in enforcing the laws. The PCA forbids law-enforcement officials from employing the U.S. military for that purpose. Congress passed the act in response to perceived abuses associated with the practice of using U.S. Army troops to police the Reconstruction-era southern states. But the PCA has a policy rationale that transcends its particular origins; as one federal court explained: “It is the nature of their primary mission that military personnel must be trained to operate under circumstances where the protection of constitutional freedoms cannot receive the consideration needed in order to assure their preservation. The posse comitatus statute is intended to meet that danger.” In the year since the terror attacks of September 11, however, we’ve heard a slowly building chorus of calls to amend or weaken the act and to give the U.S. military a hands-on role in domestic security. In October 2001, Senator John Warner, ranking Republican on the Senate Armed Services Committee, told Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz that the posse comitatus principle may have outlived its usefulness; Wolfowitz agreed. Though Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld had insisted that there was no plan to seek changes in the law, in July 2002 the White House released its National Strategy for Homeland Security, which called for a “thorough review of the laws permitting the military to act within the United States.” Perhaps most troubling were the comments of General Ralph E. Eberhardt, head of the newly designated Northern Command, which directs all military forces within the United States: “We should always be reviewing things like Posse Comitatus and other laws if we think it ties our hands in protecting the American people.” Of course, where appropriate, we want constitutional and statutory constraints to “tie the hands” of the authorities in their pursuit of domestic security. Safety and security are not the only ends of government—as Lord Acton reminds us, liberty is our highest political end. The Posse Comitatus Act is, alas, a weak and porous barrier to military involvement in domestic law enforcement, but it’s designed to protect both our liberty and our safety. Changed circumstances after September 11 provide no compelling reason to weaken it further. To understand just how implausible it is to suggest that the PCA ties the military’s hands domestically, it’s necessary to understand how the PCA works. The statute makes it a criminal offense for anyone to use U.S. armed forces to “execut[e] the laws.” But this does not bar any and all uses of armed soldiers for domestic law enforcement. First, the courts have held that “executing the laws” consists of hands-on policing: searching, arresting, and coercing citizens. Thus, the act does not prohibit the military from providing equipment, advice, and training to civilian authorities—even though such civil-military cooperation often works to inculcate a dangerous warrior ethos among domestic peace officers. Second, the PCA applies only to federal troops: army regulars and federalized National Guardsmen. If Guard units remain under the command of state governors, the PCA is unoffended—even if injudicious use of troops leads to events like the killing of four students at Kent State in 1970. Third, the act does not bar the use of federal troops even for hands-on policing, so long as Congress has passed a statutory exception to the PCA—and there are statutory exceptions in place that permit the military to operate domestically where an attack with weapons of mass destruction threatens imminent loss of human life. Finally, even though the act has clearly been violated any number of times since its passage, no one has ever been prosecuted for violating it. 

AFF ANSWERS

And, This insistence on the blurring of the military – police line enables a state of police failure and fascism 
Healy 2003 (Gene, Senior Editor at the Cato Institute, “Blurring the Civilian-Military Line”, The Freeman, http://www.thefreemanonline.org/featured/blurring-the-civilian-military-line/, Volume 53, Issue 2 , February 2003, Accessed June 22, 2010) SS

That does not mean that Pentagon involvement in the sniper hunt is no cause for concern, however. Federal officials’ eagerness to seek military help in this case suggests that we’ll see more military involvement in high-profile investigations in the future. As former U.S. Representative Bob Barr put it, “If you use this as a precedent, where do you then draw the line? The next time you have a sniper, do you bring the military in after two deaths?” And even where the military’s role is limited to advice, training, and provision of equipment, the erosion of the civilian-military line is troubling. After all, to the best of our knowledge, Army personnel at Waco limited themselves to provision of equipment and advice. Even that limited involvement helped lead to the greatest disaster in U.S. law-enforcement history.  Increasingly, public officials are coming to view militarization of law enforcement not as a last resort for situations in which civil order breaks down entirely, but as a panacea to be used whenever public safety is threatened. In the midst of the sniper ordeal, then-Maryland Governor Parris Glendening announced he was considering using the National Guard to provide security at polling stations on election day. Put aside concerns about effectiveness (the snipers shot one victim who was standing less than 50 yards from a Virginia state trooper) and collateral damage to innocents (what, after all, are soldiers trained to do when they come under fire by a sniper?): consider the ominous image of armed soldiers surrounding polling places. It’s an image one normally associates with a banana republic, not a free, democratic one. 

There is no link and no alternative solvency: not only is it impossible for the military to act in the capacities of police, it is and has been a felony for over a century

USLaw.com, 2010 (Legal Resource provider, “The Posse Comitatus Act: Federal use of the military for law enforcement” http://www.uslaw.com/us_law_article.php?a=343, Last edited 6/22/2010, Accesed June 22 2010) SS

The Posse Comitatus Act is a United States federal law (18 U.S.C. § 1385) passed on June 16, 1878 after the end of Reconstruction. The Act was intended to prohibit Federal troops from supervising elections in former Confederate states. It generally prohibits Federal military personnel and units of the United States National Guard under Federal authority from acting in a law enforcement capacity within the United States, except where expressly authorized by the Constitution or Congress. The Posse Comitatus Act and the Insurrection Act substantially limit the powers of the Federal government to use the military for law enforcement.

The military/police distinction is good—prevents total war

Habermas, 2007 (Jurgen, Professor of Philosophy and International Relations at Frankfurt, The Divided West, p 32-33)

In the face of enemies who are globally networked, decentralized, and invisible, only prevention at other operative levels can be of help.  Neither bombs nor missiles, neither fighter jets nor tanks, are of any help here.  What will help is the international coordination of flows of information among national intelligence services and prosecutorial authorities, the control of flows of money, and, in general, the detection of logistics networks. The corresponding “security programs” in support of these goals concern civil rights within states, not international law.  Other dangers arising from self-incurred policy failures concerning the non-proliferation of atomic, chemical, and biological weapons are in any case better handled through negotiations and inspections than through wars of disarmament, as the muted response to North Korea illustrates. (DW 32-33)  

AFF ANSWERS

Impact turn—the common core of martial violence you speak of is vital to combat terrorism

Zimmerman, 2005 (Doron, Senior Researcher with the Center for Security Studies at the Swiss Federal Institute of Technology (ETH), “Between Minimum Force and Maximum Violence: Combating Political Violence Movements with Third-Force Options, Quarterly Journal, Spring 2005, se2.isn.ch/serviceengine/Files/ESDP/22777/.../3_Zimmermann.pdf, accessed June 22, 2010) SS

The debate concerning what a third-force capability should be is ongoing, but it has re- ceived added urgency due to recent events in international relations. Over the years, suggestions have ranged from militarizing the police to constabularizing the armed forces. More important, and as an extension to the logic of this debate, which may be summarized as a desire for the best of both worlds, the idea of paramilitaries—groups with some characteristics of both the police and the military—has at some stage also entered the discussion as a viable solution.4 To cut a long etymological (if not defini- tional) debate short, the term paramilitary came into use some six decades ago when British journalists used it to “describe Nazi-sponsored groups of enforcers that policed movement rallies and disrupted those of their opponents.”5 Admittedly, paramilitaries combine both the inherent weaknesses and strengths of police and military forces. But it is precisely for this reason that paramilitaries not only pose a risk in the context of a proportional response to terrorism; they also offer the greatest potential for shaping up to be the long sought after, well-calibrated countermeasure to terrorism, in that they can best fulfill the requirements of the liberal democratic state. They arguably remain the best option to effectively combat terrorism that we have at present. The critical issue beyond the immediate choice of means, however, is not exclu- sively one of finding an appropriate and balanced solution in the context of highly politicized civil-military relations alone, but one of guaranteeing proportionality to the threat. Even more to the point, it is a question of how to make the response capability both adequate and democratically controllable (and hence politically viable). 

This kritik is nothing but the intentional blurring of military into police and vice versa, this destroys democracy and the ability for the constitution to rule.

KRASKA, 01 (Peter B., Professor and Senior Research Fellow at College of Justice and Strategy at Eastern Kentucky University, “Crime Control as Warfare, Militarizing the American Criminal Justice System: The Changing Roles of the Armed Forces and the Police, page 21) SS

As mentioned earlier, one tactic has been to modify the military's mandate to include a more active role in "helping out" U.S. soci​ety on a number of new domestic battle fronts. Given that this is such a dramatic shift in the armed forces' focus, one might expect a vigorous national debate. After all, the U.S. Constitution and Bill of Rights were formed in large part out of a fear of military power and rule. Tight civilian control over the armed forces, intended to minimize their direct influence on internal affairs, is still a central indicator of demo​cratic governance around the world. What follows therefore is a brief dis​cussion of a potentially momentous yet peculiarly silent shift in the nature of the military/police-security apparatus. The United States has developed a strong tradition, as found in legislation and administrative policies, that clearly demarcates military and police forces and their activities—the most well-known policy statement being the Posse Comitatus Act of 1878. Posse Comitatus had enforced a relatively strict delineation between military and police activity until the Reagan ad​ministration worked for its repeal in 1981 as part of their plan to launch a new drug war. Over the next fifteen years, as the drug war increased in intensity, three presidents and Congress whittled away at the act and its intent through numerous amendments and official directives. As a result, all branches of the military now engage in fully cooperative arrangements and operations with civilian police, the only restriction being that soldiers can​not take the lead in arresting or searching U.S. citizens. Pentagon officials initially resisted this shift, viewing it as a devolution of their function, that is, until they recognized the fiduciary advantages of becoming more "so​cially useful" in the post-Cold War era. 
AFF ANSWERS

There is a reason why the distinction between the military and police is made; this distinction is key to a safe and stable country and confusing the roles ensure international failures and disasters

Lymburner, 2010 (Morley, 25 year police veteran and Owner, Founder, and Publisher of Blue Line Magazine, “Police and Military”, Blue Line Magazine, February 2010, http://blueline.ca/articles/police_and_military/, Accessed June 23, 2010) SS

The duties of police officers and soldiers are completely different and both must understand this when the other takes over. This principle of police and military being willing to relinquish control – and take it back – is what makes a stable and safe society and country.  I focused last month on the unreasonableness of placing police officers in war zones. A few readers felt this placed both police and the military in a negative light, which was not my intention.  Post traumatic stress disorder is a serious problem in the military and is multiplied many times over for police officers placed in a war zone. Far from being negative about either function, my main point is that we must get back to basics and understand there is little virtue in confusing the two roles. If there is no difference between police officers and soldiers, as some would suggest, why are they separate entities? Would it not be far more convenient and fiscally responsible to simply let the military handle the policing function?  Over the past century major events have affected and afflicted both the Canadian military and civilian police.  Canada’s over emphasis on placing soldiers on the “peace keeper” pedestal, which dates back to the mid 50s era, has obscured the purpose of the military. This not only confuses but also heaps far too much stress on the individual soldier and their otherwise straightforward function. Training a person to fight and be a soldier and then telling them later that they should work like a police officer is bad strategy. It short circuits their military function and, in a multi-cultural country like Canada, confuses the roles of police and military in the minds of the population.   Policing in Canada took an abrupt turn just after the First World War with the de-mobbed military trained people backfilling the ranks of police forces across the country. This was once again reinforced after World War II when huge numbers of former soldiers were filling most all civil service jobs. During the 90s Canada started placing police in active war zones. This duty confronted these officers with a function they were not trained to handle and once again brought on trauma and stressors these individuals had not anticipated when they volunteered.  As you can see both the military and police in Canada have been forced into unnatural positions, by design or circumstance, for which they do not traditionally function well.  The current and past situation in Haiti is a fine example of the differing roles of police and the military.  Canadian police officers were placed in Haiti in the early 90s to assist local law enforcement and guide them toward a proper policing function. The country had previously been in great turmoil. Paramilitary units competed for control and the idea of simple policing was lost. Once a semblance of order was restored, there was a need for the military to step back and police to resume day to day peace keeping. A United Nations mandate sent in police from Canada and other countries to help establish a civilian law enforcement structure.  In 1991 another military coup deposed the elected leader and the country was once again plunged into a form of civil war. The UN withdrew all police personnel, recognizing the limitations of police work in such an atmosphere.  Two years later an international police presence was once again sought and sent, and the work these officers have done to re-establish order in the country has been tremendous. The military largely restored the basics of peace and order, paving the way for police to take over the day to day work of maintaining it.  Haitian society has now returned to a state of disorder and police must step back and let the military handle things until some order is restored. This is a hybrid situation, with no organized insurrection. The military function in this case is mass assistance, which police can not provide alone. Once the basics – food, shelter and water – have been restored, the population can focus on the other things needed to rebuild their society. Basic police presence will once again be the primary need.  One of the fundamentals of modern policing is that a military organization should not conduct police work. Police officers were to be selected from the general population because they best understood that population and the day-to-day functioning of the society they policed or watched over. It was this intimate knowledge which helped them prevent crime and keep the peace.  Police use force as a last resort – the vast majority of arrests an officer makes involve no resistance whatsoever. The organized use of force is the primary (although far from singular) function of the military, and is either practiced or implemented daily.  The future of the Haitian people rests in the hands of both police and the military – and the ability of officers and soldiers to understand their appropriate roles. It is important for Canadians in general and police in particular to understand the differences between the roles. 

AFF ANSWERS

There are differences between the military and police for reasons: they perform inherently different tasks in society that, if confused, leads to dehumanization. They need to be kept separate

Reese, 2000 (Charley, Syndicated Columnist for the Washington Report on Middle Eastern Affairs and Orlando Sentinel, “Police Or Military? We would Do Well To Know The Difference, May 09 2000, http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2000-05-09/news/0005090162_1_police-officer-soldier-military-training, Accessed June 22, 2010) SS

American police departments have always been semi-military, wearing uniforms and adopting ranks such as those used in the military. But there are crucial differences between police and the military that we ignore at our own peril.  The duty of the military is to close with and destroy the enemy. The enemy is anybody designated as an enemy by the government.  The duty of the police, however, is to uphold the rule of law, including the Constitution. This involves taking into custody fellow citizens whom they have probable cause to believe have broken the law. At the same time, these presumed law-breakers, under our system of government, retain a presumption of innocence until they are convicted in a court of law, and they have lots of rights that must be respected. A designated enemy of the military, of course, has no rights, least of all a right to life.  A second major difference involves training. The most valuable characteristic of a police officer, in addition to courage, is judgment -- the ability to evaluate a situation and act in an appropriate manner. Police training should be directed to helping police officers develop this ability.  Military training, however, attempts to extinguish individual judgment. The goal of military training is to so indoctrinate the soldier that he will respond automatically, even robotically, to orders. That's because quite frequently those orders will involve the soldier getting killed or maimed, and the last thing an Army wants is a bunch of soldiers trying to think for themselves in a combat situation. In the military there is only one value -- accomplishing the mission regardless of the cost.  A third key difference is psychological conditioning. It is not natural for a human being to kill another human being. To overcome this natural reluctance, the military will try to condition the soldier to dehumanize the enemy.  It is much easier to kill if you think of the person as an object, not as a human being who has a name and parents and possibly a wife and children.  I don't believe that any police department is employing that kind of conditioning, but it can occur on its own if people get into the habit of referring to people as dirtbags or scumbags or other such dehumanizing epithets. 

The distinction between police and military presence is vital to maintaining a stable social order and prevent chaos—we can oppose military actions while maintaining police presences, which are bound by international law

Yoshikazu, 2002 (Sakamoto, Professor Emeritus at the University of Tokyo, “The Politics of Terrorism and ‘Civilization’: How to Respond As A Human Being”, http://www.iwanami.co.jp/jpworld/text/civilization01.html)

At the same time the situation was such that, if the United States had sought official approval of its use of force, it is certain that Russia and China would have cast their votes in favor, thus strengthening the legality of US air strikes. But the United States did not seek UN official approval because that would have tied its hands in subsequent military operations. This is yet another example of American unilateralism, giving priority to a military option of its own design rather than to the question of international law. This implies that there is an important difference between the lawful use of force based on approval from the United Nations and the international community, on the one hand, and the military course the United States has actually taken, on the other. The use of force in and of itself is not the issue. What we must question is the way military action is taken. Four years ago, I wrote as follows, though with direct reference to "humanitarian intervention": "Heretofore, if, through a series of trials and errors, progress is made on the international acceptance of common norms and rules...it is possible that multi-national collaboration will increasingly assume the character of police action rather than military action." (Soutaika no jidai [The Age of Relativization], 1997) In other words, as civil society cannot be maintained without police of some sort, we need an apparatus at the international level that will perform police functions. Some people questioned whether the September 11 incidents should be classified as acts of war or as crimes. Clearly, the acts were criminal in nature. But it is also clear that, in dealing with crimes, there must be an agency with coercive power able to arrest and try the suspects. If the current US policy aims at employing beyond national boundaries such coercive force in the form of "war" against the non-state actors located in a territory where no authoritative government exists and no regular legal arrangements for extradition apply, the distinction between crimes and war would not have much relevance for all practical purposes. The more pressing question concerns what are the conditions an international "police action" must meet, as distinct from conventional military actions. At least the following two conditions must be fulfilled.

AFF ANSWERS

The dichotomy is justified, there really is a distinction between police action and military action

Dunlap 01 Colonel Charles Dunlap Jr. “The Thick Green Line: The Growing Involvement of Military Forces in Domestic Law Enforcement.” Militarizing the American Criminal Justice System. Published: 2001: P34-35. MR

Examining the border shooting incident provides an illustration. There the Marine Corps insisted that the patrol acted in accordance with the "JTF-6 rules of engagement which include the inherent right of self-defense.” Though resolution of the specific facts of that case is beyond the scope of this article, it is easy to see how a dichotomy might arise. Military forces operating in a domestic situation, where the rules of engagement limit the use of force to "self-defense" situations, might still have an interpretation of the scope of the term that differs from that of local police forces. Under military practice, force may be used in self-defense to "decisively counter the hostile act or hostile intent and to ensure the continued safety of US forces." Moreover, under certain conditions, engagement is permitted “until hostile force no longer presents an imminent threat." However, state law, not military doctrine, governs when military are acting domestically against civilian suspects outside of a federal enclave. Accordingly, the legal authority to use deadly force in such situation may be available to any citizen (as opposed to law enforcement officer) in a particular jurisdiction.” Thus, state legal requirements that mandate actions such as "retreat to the wall" before the use of deadly force is permitted are unknown in military practice and unlikely to be well understood by troops in the field.33 Indeed, using military forces for tasks that are essentially law enforcement requires a fundamental change in orientation. To put it bluntly, in its most basic iteration, military training is aimed at killing people and breaking things. Consequently, military doctrine has forces moving on a target by fire and maneuver with a view toward destroying that target. Police forces, on the other hand, take an entirely different approach. They have to exercise the studied restraint that a judicial process requires; they gather evidence and arrest "suspects." Where the military sees "enemies" of the United States, a police agency, properly oriented, sees "citizens" suspected of crimes but innocent until proven guilty in a court of law. These are two different views of the world.
Government failure to demarcate police and military leads to death of democracy .

Kraska 07 Peter B. Kraska. Professor and Senior Research Fellow, College of Justice and Strategy, Eastern Kentucky University, “Militarization and Policing —Its Relevance  to 21st Century Police.” Published: December 2007. Policing Journal. Volume 1, Number 4: p 501-513. http://policing.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/abstract/1/4/501. MR

Simplicity is comforting. Modernity’s basic  dichotomies such as fact/value, private/public,  and national/international simplify our think-  ing and lull us into intellectual complacency.  Police academics in the United States, with  only a few exceptions, have been quite com-  fortable with the military/police dichotomy.  The US military handles external security  through the threat and practice of war. The  civilian police handle internal security through  the enforcement of federal and local laws. Most  assume that studying the police and military  is a mutually exclusive undertaking. Taking  this dichotomy for granted is understandable  given that the clear demarcation between the  police and military has been considered a pre-  eminent feature of the modern nation-state  (Giddens, 1985). The failure of a government  to clearly demarcate the two is usually seen  as an indicator of repressiveness and lack of  democracy.  My research and writing has been challeng-  ing this dichotomy since the late 1980s. Its  central thesis has remained steadfast, and may  be viewed at this point in history as an obvious  point to the keenly observant: we have been  witnesses to a little noticed but nonetheless  momentous historical change – the traditional  distinctions between military/police, war/law  enforcement, and internal/external security  are rapidly blurring. Over the past 15 years, I have researched and traced the evolution  of two interrelated trends that embody this  blur: the militarization of US police and crime  control, and the police-ization of the US  military. Empirical indicators of these con-  verging trends include the following:  • the signiﬁcant erosion of the 1878  Posse Comitatus Act by the United  States, which previous to the early 1980s  prohibited the military involvement  in internal security or police matters,  except under the most extreme circum-  stances, leading to an unprecedented  level of US armed forces’ involvement  in internal security matters;  • the advent of an unprecedented coopera-  tive relationship between the US military  and US civilian police at both the high-  est and lowest level of organization,  including technology transfers, massive  military weapons transfers, information  sharing between the military and police  targeted at domestic security, a close  operational relationship in both drug  control and terrorism control efforts,  and a high level of cross-training in  the area of special weapons and tactics  team (SWAT) and counter-civil distur-  bance, counterinsurgency, and antiter-  rorism exercises;  • the steep growth and normalization  of police special operations units (e.g.  SWAT teams) that are modelled after  (not identical to) elite military special  operations groups;  • a growing tendency by the police and  other segments of the criminal justice  system to rely on the military/war model  for formulating crime/drug/terrorism  control rationale and operations; and  • a redeﬁning of criminality to ‘insur-  gency,’ and crime control to ‘low-  intensity conﬂict’ —requiring counter-  insurgency measures carried out by both  the US military and civilian police.  This article submits that understanding this  blur, and the associated organizing concepts  militarization and militarism, are essential for  accurately analyzing the changing nature of  security, and the activity of policing, in the  late-modern era of the 21st century. Police  leaders, in particular, will have to be increas-  ingly cognizant and wary of the implications  and potential consequences of this conver-  gence, and the attendant social forces of  militarism and militarization. 
AFF ANSWERS

Crossing of police and military justifies loss of liberties and social disobedience and cultivates into perpetual warfare and violence 

Mansfield 2006 Nick Mansfield, Associate Professor in Critical and Cultural Studies at Macquarie University in Sydney. He is the author of Masochism: The Art of Power and Subjectivity: Theories of the Self From Freud to Haraway. “War and Its Other: Between Bataille and Derrida.” 2006. http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/theory_and_event/v009/9.4mansfield.html. MR.

Reauthorising the Patriot Act on March 9, 2006, President George W Bush said that this "law allows our intelligence and law enforcement officials . . . to continue to use tools against terrorists that they used against -- that they use against drug dealers and other criminals"1. The difference between national hostility and social disobedience collapses in the face of the deployment of common techniques and even agencies to fight both. This loss of difference resorts to a logic of displaced justification. What was acceptable as policing becomes by simple translation justified as warfare. Dealing with the enemy becomes a mere extension of police work. In return, the domestic street is notionally militarized. This slippage allows both war and policing to be justified as mere analogies to one another: how can you contest the war against terror when it is really just a version of the police work that makes you feel safe in your home? And inversely, how can you possibly doubt the legitimacy of policing when it is really a version of the war fought against those who despise liberty and threaten innocence?       It is a truism to say that each war redefines the nature of war itself, due to changes in arms technology, military organisation or geo-strategic history. The long war of terror is no exception, but what is most new about it, and what makes it most fit its age, is that it promises the erasure of the difference between war and peace, and concomitantly between war and civil society: terrorists and criminals swap identity, emerge anywhere at any time and are imputed to share a hostility to the whole Western way of life. This rhetorical slippage, however, confirms what many theorists of war have been proposing in different ways for a long time. We will no longer have war and peace in the future, but ever more complex entanglements of one in the other, where social policy, diplomatic manipulation and military strategy exchange characteristics, contriving enemies at home, representing political antagonists abroad as criminals, and abolishing not only the idea of a military frontier, but of warfare itself as simply a matter of literal or possible armed conflict. In the future, the question will be not "Why did we choose war instead of peace?" but "What configuration of the peace-war complex embroils us now? "       Discussing what is new about the "new wars," Herfried Munkler argues that in the wars that have developed in the decolonised world: "military force and organised crime go increasingly together."2He goes on: "The new wars know no distinction between combatants and non-combatants, nor are they fought for any definite goals or purposes; they involve no temporal or spatial limits on the use of violence."3In the low intensity, asymmetrical conflicts Munkler sees as typical of contemporary war, war is without limits, and has no identifiable outside, either in space or time.       The inverse of this argument is Martin Shaw's identification of one of the key attributes of "the new Western way of war": "The key understanding, therefore, is that warfighting must be carried on simultaneously with 'normal' economics, politics and social life in the West. It is imperative it doesnot impact negatively on these."4 Western publics only tolerate a war that can be co-ordinated seamlessly with peace. This is not an alienation of war from social life, but its absolute co-ordination with it. It is not here a question of war being kept hidden behind a screen of peaceful social advancement from one day to the next. Instead, war under this dispensation becomes completely compatible with what we conventionally understand as peace. In the end, this is what allows the complete saturation of society by war: the ability to represent the normal unfolding of social life as relatively undisturbed.       In their discussion of the paradoxes of global political governance, Dillon and Reid present a more complex account of the inter-relationship between war and peace. Here liberal governance both provokes and repudiates war. They write: "It  . . . seems obvious that the radical and continuous transformation of societies that global liberal governance so assiduously seeks must constitute a significant contribution to the very violence that it equally also deplores."5Here, global political institutions which have charged themselves with the task of drawing fragile states into the contemporary world of transparent and open (especially financial) administration which makes them accessible to the flow of international capital, unsettle societies enough that warfare is risked, while equally bemoaning war as a sign of institutional failure. The pressure put, for example, on the small states of the Western Pacific by local powers like Australia both aggravates communal tensions by destabilising inherited power structures, while bemoaning the subsequent unrest as symptomatic of cultures seen as ill-equipped for contemporary global modernity.       Each of these accounts presents a different insight into the various ways in which war and peace co-exist in the contemporary. War totally infiltrates peace, yet war is only allowed when it confirms the apparent inviolability of peace. The governance that insists on the rationalisation and stabilisation of civic society stokes instability and war. War is consistently incited in peace while being simultaneously alienated from it. Peace is administered in such a way that war presses to return, always and everywhere. But how are we to theorise this possibly epoch-making development? How do our philosophies of war and peace allow us to represent and consider this development and its consequences for the future global polity and for the identity of civil society, which, since Hobbes at least has always relied on the institution of social peace through the containment of war as its touchstone? The aim of this paper is to present a strand of thinking in modern and postmodern cultural theory that essays a formulation of the war/peace complex that history now so clearly proposes to us. It is in the long acknowledged but under-investigated connection between Georges Bataille and Jacques Derrida that one version of the reformulation of the war/peace complex becomes articulable. 2.        Is there a way of thinking the relationship between war and civil society that recognises the frontier between them as unfixed and problematic? The most canonical statement about war in the Western tradition is von Clausewitz's "War is a mere continuation of policy by other means."6  Clausewitz's statement was given new life in 1976 by 
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Foucault's lecture series at the College de France, published in 2003 in English as Society Must be Defended. Foucault cheekily reverses Clausewitz's statement in order to argue that European history has been traditionally dominated by attempts at chronicling, elucidating or advancing universal ideologies of sovereignty (he quotes approvingly Petrarch's complaint: "Is there nothing more to history than the praise of Rome?"7). According to Foucault, this sovereign history as the progress of sovereignty has been at the expense of another continuity which understands history as the unresolved agony of incoherent and particular struggles between bitter and nostalgic agents, who have no interest in theories of constitutional legitimation, but whose aim is merely to recover what they imagine as their lost traditional rights. "Politics is the continuation of war by other means,"8 Foucault summarises.       War, society, continuity. Whichever way you go in this chiasmus a conceptual problem emerges: what does it mean that something is a continuation of something else? It is both an advance beyond, and a preservation, without becoming a dialectical sublation. It may be simply one thing as it appears to be something else. Hence the triumphal, gnomic way in which the words emerge: you may think that what you're doing is politics, or conventional social life, but it is "really" war. The continuity preserves the purpose and spirit, but not the identity and place of that which it continues, but the thinker sees through the appearance and spies the reality. There must be a commonality of substance, but an inconsistency in appearance between the two ends of the relation.       These two statements then are not as simple as they appear. They announce a complex relationship between similarity and difference: two things that do not appear to be the same, and are normally even taken to be opposites (war and society/politics) are in fact expressions, or manifestations of a logic that remains consistent. Yet, this logic is not single, because it needs two distinct forms in which to appear, and because of the inconsistency between them, it is able to conceal itself, to the point where it needs to be revealed by thought. Furthermore, the revealing of the pseudo-contradiction is not its reduction. The contradiction must persist. The continuity requires it.  Otherwise, the war/society complex could not operate as it does. Both the contradiction and the continuity are suspended in one another, without the dynamic relationship between them really being explained. Which appears as what, for example? Is the continuity what we experience, and the contradiction invisible, or is it the other way round? The formulations provided by both Clausewitz and Foucault although spectacular, are curiously inarticulate, or at least incomplete. They overcome the insistent reduction of war to a simple deed done by a subject, but they obscure the complex and unstable relationship between war and civil society at the very point where its difficult nature may be about to reveal itself. In other words, they alert us to the unstable relationship between war and civil society that we need to unravel in order to understand what war is becoming for us, but they do not really provide an account of how the relationship actually operates.       The challenge then is to find another way of thinking about the relationship between war and civil society, one that neither disaggregates them in a simple way, so that war appears something intermittent in the unfolding of social relations, something which the enduring aggression of post-Enlightenment cultures (as imperialism fades into a martialised globalisation in the name of the Enlightenment itself) and their radical generalisation of war as a model of government policy and social life makes less and less convincing; nor as a mere cynical, striking but not particularly insightful proverbialism that risks erasing the fundamental difference -- war's eruptive and dramatic otherness -- which makes war acceptable, palatable, even popular. My logic of war? Returning to Bush's statement: the collapse of difference between policing and the military implicitly erases the distinction that it simultaneously reasserts by imagining an innocent civil society that is to be defended. How does this complex logic work, and what politics can deal with it? 3.        It may seem at first that Deleuze and Guattari's account of the war-machine provides the insight we're seeking into the disjunctive relationship between war and civil society. The State, in this account, appropriates a nomad war-machine, exploiting it for strategic advantage, while never fully domesticating it. The war-machine remains a threat to the State that uses it, operating according to a completely separate, even antipathetic ethic, and unleashing into the State a range of practices and impulses that consistently undermine the stable operation and ordering of political society. The problem with this account for our purposes is that the war-machine, although it can inhabit civil society, perhaps even invisibly, never loses its alienation from State-logic. Its exteriority remains concealed and problematic. It troubles the State, without necessarily revealing the latter's dynamics. In other words, because it conceives of the war-machine as irreducibly external to the State ("a pure exteriority,"9Deleuze and Guattari call it), this argument does not help to reveal the obscure logic in which they are imbricated, and in which they cannot operate or even arise separately from one another.
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Effective social change requires placing demands on and working through the institutions of the state

Grossberg, Professor of Speech @ U of Illinois, 1992,  [Lawrence, We Gotta Get Out of This Place, Pg.]

By this I would mean that the Left could not remain outside the systems of governance.  It has sometimes to work with, against, and within the bureaucratic systems of governance.  Consider the case of Amnesty International, an immensely effective organization when its major strategy was (similar of that of the Right) exerting pressure directly on the bureaucracies of specific governments.  In recent years (marked by the recent rock tour), it has apparently redirected its energy and resources, seeking new members (who may not be committed to actually doing anything; membership becomes little more than a statement of ideological support for a position that few are likely to oppose) and public visibility.  In stark contrast, the most effective struggle on the Left in recent times has been the dramatic (and, one hopes, continuing) dismantling of apartheid in South Africa.  It was accomplished by mobilizing popular pressure on the institutions and bureaucracies of economic and governmental institutions, and it depended upon a highly sophisticated organizational structure.  The Left too often thinks that it can end racism and sexism and classism by changing people’s attitudes and everyday practices (e.g., the 1990 Black boycott of Korean stores in New York).  Unfortunately, while such struggles may be extremely visible, they are often less effective than attempts to move the institutions (e.g., banks, taxing structures, distributors) which have put the economic relations of Black and immigrant populations in place and which condition people’s everyday practices. The Left needs institutions which can operate within the systems of governance, understanding that such institutions are the mediating structures by which power is actively realized.  It is often by directing opposition against specific institutions that power can be challenged.  The Left has assumed that for some time now that, since it has so little access to the apparatuses of agency, its only alternative is to seek a public voice in the media through tactical protests.  The Left does in fact need more visibility, but it also needs greater access to the entire range of apparatuses of decision making and power.  Otherwise, the Left has nothing but its own self-righteousness.  It is not individuals who have produced starvation and the other social disgraces of our world, although it is individuals who must take responsibility for eliminating them.  But to do so, they must act within organizations and within the systems of organizations which in fact have the capacity as well as the moral responsibility to fight them.

We must not reject the state- limited and strategic use of the state is vital to successful politics

Derrida, French philosopher, 2K (Jacques, “Intellectual Courage: An Interview” Culture Machine http://culturemachine.tees.ac.uk/Cmach/Backissues/j002/articles/art_derr.htm)

Q: Two essential problems of globalisation are the dissolution of the state and the impotence of politics. In your recently published text 'Cosmopolites de tous les pays, encore un effort!', you develop certain ideas concerning a new right to asylum and a new balance of power between the different places of the political in view of a possible new role of the city. How do you think philosophy could and should react to the problems mentioned with a kind of institutional fantasy?  JD: I am not sure I understand what you call 'institutional fantasy'. All political experimentation like the initiative of the 'refugee city', despite its limits and its inevitably preliminary character, has in it a philosophical dimension. It requires us to interrogate the essence and the history of the state. All political innovation touches on philosophy. The 'true' political action always engages with a philosophy. All action, all political decision making, must invent its norm or rule. Such a gesture traverses or implies philosophy. Meanwhile, at the risk of appearing self-contradictory, I believe that one must fight against that which you call the 'dissolution of the state' (for the state can in turn limit the private forces of appropriation, the concentrations of economic power, it can retard a violent depoliticisation that acts in the name of the 'market'), and above all resist the state where it gives in too easily to the nationalism of the nation state or to the representation of socio-economic hegemony. Each time one must analyse, invent a new rule: here to contest the state, there to consolidate it. The realm of politics is not co-extensive with the state, contrary to what one believes nowadays. The necessary repoliticisation does not need to serve a new cult of the state. One ought to operate with new dissociations and accept complex and differentiated practices. 
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Political action must engage the government – avoiding the institution is totalizing and destroys the possibility of strategic demands on government to transform conditions of native policy.

Krause & Williams, Profs Poli Sci @ Grad Institute of Int’l Studies-Geneva & @ U S Main, 1997 (Keith & Michael, Critical Security Studies Eds. Krause and Williams)

First to stand too far outside prevailing discourses is almost certain to result in continued disciplinary exclusion.  Second, to move toward alternative conceptions of security and security studies, one must necessarily reopen the questions submersed under the modern conception of sovereignty and the scope of the political.  To do this, one must take seriously the prevailing claims about the nature of security. Many chapters in this volume thus retains a concern with the centrality of the state as a locus not only of obligation but of effective political action.  In the realm of organized violence states also remain the preeminent actors.  The task of a critical approach is not to deny the centrality of the state in this realm but, rather, to understand more fully its structures, dynamics, and possibilities for reorientation.  From a critical perspective, state action is flexible and capable of reorientation, and analyzing state policy needs not therefore be tantamount to embracing the statist assumptions of orthodox conceptions.  To exclude a focus on state action from a critical perspective on the grounds that it plays inevitably within the rules of existing conceptions simply reverses the error of essentializing the state.  Moreover, it loses the possibility of influencing what remains the most structurally capable actor in contemporary world politics.

Rejection of the state enables total capitalist domination and exploitation 

PASHA, 1996 

(Mustapha Kamal, Professor of International Relations at University of Aberdeen, ALTERNATIVES, Vol 21, Is 3, P 283-302)

THE POSTCOLONIAL STATE, HOWEVER, HAS ALSO GROWN TO BECOME MORE HETERODOX-TO BECOME MORE THAN SIMPLY MODERNITY’S RECKLESS AGENT AGAINST HAPLESS NATIVISM.  THE STATE IS ALSO SEEN AS AN EXPRESSION OF GREATER CAPACITIES AGAINST WANT, HUNGER, AND INJUSTICE; AS AN ESCAPE FROM THE ARBITRARINESS OF COMMUNITIES ESTABLISHED ON NARROWER RULES OF INCLUSION/EXCLUSION; AS IDENTITY REMOVED SOMEWHAT FROM CAPRICIOUS ATTACHMENTS.  NO DOUBT, THE MODERN STATE HAS UNDERMINED TRADITIONAL VALUES OF TOLERANCE AND PLURALISM, SUBJECTING INDIGENOUS SOCIETY TO WESTERN-CENTERED RATIONALITY.  BUT TRADITION CAN ALSO CONCEAL PARTICULARISM AND OPPRESSION OF ANOTHER KIND.  EVEN THE MOST ELASTIC INTERPRETATION OF UNIVERSALITY CANNOT FIND VIRTUE IN ATTACHMENTS REFURBISHED BY HATRED, EXCLUSIVITY, OR RELIGIOUS BIGOTRY.   A NEGATION OF THE STATE IS NO GUARENTEE THAT A BRIDGE TO UNIVERSALITY CAN BE BUILT.  PERHAPS THE TASK IS TO RETHINK MODERNITY, NOT TO SEEK REFUGE IN A BLIND CELEBRATION OF TRADITION.  OUTSIDE, THE STATE CONTINUES TO INFLUCT A SELF-PRODUCING “SECURITY DELIMMA”; INSIDE, IT HAS STUNTED THE EMERGENCE OF MORE HUMANE FORMS OF POLITICAL EXPRESSION.  BUT THERE ARE ALWAYS SITES OF RESISTANCE THAT CAN BE RECOVERED AND SUSTAINED. A REJECTION OF THE STATE AS A SUPERFLOUS LEFTOVER OF MODERNITY THAT CONTINUES TO STRAITJACKET THE SOUTH ASIAN IMAGINATION MUST BE LINKED TO THE PROJECT OF CREATING AN ETHICAL AND HUMANE ORDER BASED ON A RESTRUCTURING OF THE STATE SYSTEM THAT PRIVILEDGES THE MIGHTY AND THE RICH OVER THE WEAK AND THE POOR.  RECOGNIZING THE CONSTRICTIONS OF THE MODERN THIRD WORLD STATE, A RECONSTRUCTION OF STATE-SOCIETY RELATIONS INSIDE THE STATE APPEARS TO BE A MORE FRUITFUL AVENUE THAN WISHING THE STATE AWAY, ONLY TO BE SWALLOWED BY WESTERN-CENTERED GLOBALIZATION AND ITS POWERFUL INSITITUTIONS.  A RECOGNTITION OF THE PATENT FAILURE OF OTHER INSTITUTIONS EITHER TO DELIVER THE SOCIAL GOOD OR TO PROCURE MORE JUST DISTRIBUTIONAL REWARDS IN THE GLOBAL POLITICAL ECONOMY MAY PROVIDE A SOBERING REASSESSMENT OF THE ROLE OF THE STATE.  AN APPRECIATION OF THE SCALE OF HUMAN TRAGEDY ACCOMPANYING THE COLLAPSE OF THE STATE IN MANY LOCAL CONTEXTS MAY ALSO PROVIDE IMPORTANT POINTS OF ENTRY INTO RETHINKING THE ONE-SIDE ONSLAUGHT ON THE STATE.  NOWHERE ARE THESE COSTS BORNE MORE HEAVILY THAN IN THE POSTCOLONIAL, SO CALLED THIRD WORLD, WHERE TIME-SPACE COMPRESSION HAS RENDERED SOCIETAL PROCESSES MORE SAVAGE AND LESS CAPABLE OF ADJUSTING TO RHYTHMS DICTATED BY GLOBALIZATION.
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