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The continuing occupation of Japan is the result of a process of an extension of the unofficial American Empire. 

Cha 2010

International Security, .S. Song Professor of Government and Asian Studies at Georgetown University and Senior Adviser at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, Volume 34, Number 3, Winter 2009/10 “Powerplay Origins of the U.S. Alliance System in Asia” Muse

The United States' powerplay strategy vis-à-vis Japan was never formalized, but it was evident in Washington's decided preference for heavy-handed bilateralism in all aspects of the relationship. After deciding to adopt the beta strategy, the United States started to marginalize the Far East Commission (FEC), which was the primary multilateral commission set up to oversee the terms of Japan's 1945 surrender. Washington stopped bringing proposals before the FEC, where action was sure to be slow, and worked instead directly with the SCAP commander, angering FEC members Australia, Britain, and Canada. The State Department dismissed FEC complaints by citing the "unique position" of the United States vis-à-vis Japan's recovery and the need for tight U.S. Japan bilateralism: "It would be manifestly undesirable and impracticable for an eleven-nation body in Washington to attempt to do more than set the broad framework within which the Japanese occupation should proceed. . . . It is necessary that the Supreme Commander should have broad discretionary powers [End Page 185] to take action with regard to problems arising in Japan which must be promptly and decisively dealt with if the occupation purposes are to be successfully accomplished."114 Bilateralism was also evident in the relatively lopsided relationship between the United States and different branches of the postwar Japanese government. Given the large sums of bilateral assistance being provided, U.S. authorities dealt more with Japan's ministry of finance than with its foreign ministry. The flow of monies to Japan did not stop with official assistance or military payments. The Central Intelligence Agency also provided tens of millions of dollars to conservative political elements in Japan and to the Liberal Democratic Party to ensure that Japan's domestic politics did not move in a direction inimical to U.S. interests.115 The United States also sought to control Japan's relationship with China, fearing that a recovering Japan would see China as its natural economic partner. Some U.S. officials, including Dulles, were concerned that this economic logic could cause Japan to gravitate toward the communist bloc. Dulles flew to Tokyo in December 1951 to obtain a commitment that Japan would not conclude a bilateral treaty with communist China.116 The resulting "Yoshida letter" was an extraordinarily powerful example of the exertion of U.S. control over an ally, the scale of which did not become fully known until it was later revealed that Dulles actually drafted the letter.117 Washington also sought to control Japanese private-sector dealings with China. Dulles grew concerned that Japanese business conglomerates were signing a series of trade agreements with China that by 1953 had the effect of doubling the two countries' bilateral trade. In July 1952 the U.S. government called on Japan to join the Coordinating Committee for Multilateral Export [End Page 186] Controls (COCOM) as well as the China Committee (CHINCOM); both bodies aimed at coordinating allied trade embargoes in certain goods and services with communist countries. In an effort to stifle all Sino-Japanese trade, Dulles dispatched a delegation in August 1952 to "[force] Yoshida to accept a secret agreement imposing even harsher restraints on Japan in its China trade than other CHINCOM members had accepted."118 Again, the powerplay in U.S.-Japan relations was never made explicit. The closest it came to being officially acknowledged was in the Yoshida doctrine, which stated that Japan would maintain a small self-defense force limited to protection of its home islands and would focus its national efforts on economic development. The United States wanted Japan to play a larger military role than the Yoshida government, which held power from 1948 to 1956, was willing to commit to, but Yoshida's focus on industrial development in the postwar liberal economic order and his acceptance of Japan's subordinate place within the U.S.-Japan alliance constituted an embrace of the powerplay rationale. This was an informal empire arrangement in which Japan fared well.
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Military Basing is the most dangerous extension of this “power play” strategy—US military presence is expanding rapidly, turning Japan into a factory US militarism and global domination. 

Asako 2010

Kageyama Hokkaido-based journalist and filmmaker. “Marines Go Home: Anti-Base Activism in Okinawa, Japan and Korea”Compiled, edited and translated by Philip Seaton, http://japanfocus.org/-Kageyama-Asako/3335
The anti-base movement was brought together again with the January 2010 election of Inamine Susumu as mayor of Nago on an anti-base ticket.9 Earlier there had been change on the prefectural level: at the 2008 Okinawa Prefectural Assembly elections, LDP-Komeito lost its majority, allowing the assembly to pass a resolution opposing construction of a new base on 18 July 2008.10 Then during the 2009 general election, the LDP-Komeito coalition lost all its parliamentary seats in Okinawa. This was a backlash against the government on the bases issue, and also over the deeply unpopular healthcare reforms adversely affecting the elderly. The new extent of unanimity in Okinawan opposition to the Henoko plan was demonstrated on 24 February 2010 when ‘Okinawa assembly members voted unanimously to adopt a written request urging the central government to relocate the Futenma base outside the prefecture.’11 With the exception of the governor, the entire Okinawan leadership was now in the hands of anti-base forces, and even the Governor has faced tremendous pressure to reject the Henoko plan. Following the wave of optimism that accompanied the victory of the Democratic Party of Japan in the August 2009 elections on a specific pledge to move bases outside the prefecture, or outside of Japan, serious doubts have arisen about the base decision. In the face of intense US pressure, the DPJ is actively exploring alternative base sites including Henoko and other Okinawan islands as well as on mainland Japan and in Guam. Of course, even if the Hatoyama administration succeeds in honoring its election pledge to move Futenma out of the prefecture or out of Japan altogether, this would not be more than a slight dent in the US military presence in Japan: at present (March 2010) comprising 85 facilities covering 77,000 acres of land, and numbering 36,000 on-shore personnel and 11,000 personnel afloat.12 Nor would this halt the increased integration of US and Japanese military forces, a process which is accelerating. The US military continues to conduct live-fire exercises in Yausubetsu. Indeed, the majority of SDF facilities are used jointly by the Japanese and US militaries on a daily basis, as are a number of civilian facilities such as ports and airports. Marines training with GSDF soldiers at Yausubetsu, March 2008 
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This extension of US militarism perpetuates cultural subjugation, sexual exploitation, environmental degredation and rampant economic inequality in Japan.

Women For Genuine Security 2007

“Okinawa: Effects of long-term US Military presence HISTORY OF U.S. MLITARY PRESENCE” www.genuinesecurity.org/partners/report/Okinawa.pdf

Although Okinawa is now a part of Japan, many Okinawans are bitter about Japanese domination and ethnocentrism. Following the “quasi-colonization” by a southern Japanese Satsuma, the newly developed Japanese nation annexed Okinawa, formerly an independent kingdom with its own distinctive language and culture, in 1879.􀌐 Many people oppose U.S. military operations in Okinawa, and resent the fact that Japan allowed Okinawa to be placed under U.S. occupation until 1972, twenty-five years later than the rest of Japan, and that the “burden” of the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance falls so heavily on Okinawans. NEGATIVE EFFECTS OF US BASES ON OKINAWAN PEOPLE Military Prostitution and Violence Against Women and Children In the past, as many as one in thirty Okinawan women were employed as prostituted women for the U.S. military in “A sign” bars.􀌑 Entertainment districts were built 2 close to military bases immediately after the war. In some cases U.S. military authorities returned land taken for bases to Okinawan planners for purposes of building entertainment areas.􀌒 In 1969, at the height of the U.S. War against Vietnam, the Okinawan police estimated that 7,362 Okinawan women were working in prostitution though others estimated this number to be 10,000 or more. Before reversion in1972, the discussion of an anti-prostitution law was brought up in the Okinawan government assembly on two separate occasions, but nothing was done because of the large economic benefit contributed by these women—larger than the agricultural industry (pineapple and sugarcane combined).􀌓 The women were coerced into prostitution through economic hardship, given the lack of meaningful alternatives. Although counted as part of the underground economy, their wages made a significant contribution to the Okinawan economy. Today, some 7,000 Filipinas (and the number may be much higher), whose home economy is far weaker than that of Japan, are the prostituted women—on entertainment visas—for U.S. military personnel in Okinawa, even though prostitution is illegal in Japan.􀌔 On September 4, 1995, a 12-year-old girl was returning home at 8:30pm after shopping in a neighborhood store near a U.S. military base. Abducted by three U.S. servicemen in a car, her hands, eyes, and mouth bound with duct tape, she was raped, dumped out of the car, and left by the side of a road. Her assailants—two Marines and a sailor—had rented the car inside the base, purchased duct tape and condoms, and left the base with the purpose of abducting a woman and raping her. This incident was one more in a long history of violence against women that has continued in Okinawa throughout the postwar period. However, there were several things different about this case that resulted in a massive outpouring of grief and anger by Okinawan citizens: 1) The victim pressed charges; 2) The rape occurred during the Fourth UN Conference on Women in Beijing where violence against women was declared a human rights violation—this inspired confidence in Okinawan women, especially the large contingent that attended the UN Conference; 3) The rape occurred during the 50th anniversary year of the end of World War II, a time of reflection on 50 years of U.S. military presence in Okinawa; and 4) The age of the victim made it very clear that such violence claims victims without distinction.􀌕 3 The rape of this girl was reported worldwide, but most crimes by U.S. troops (including rape, assault, and murder) are not. Official reports estimate more than 5,394 military crimes against Okinawan people from 1972 to 2005, with 533 of them heinous crimes (1972-2004). Arrested military personnel suspected of committing these crimes numbered 678.􀌍􀌌 These crime figures are a conservative estimate as many crimes are not reported, perhaps especially violence against women. The bases are also associated with drug use and the spread of HIV/AIDS. Mixed-race Amerasian children fathered by U.S. troops have often been abandoned by their fathers and experience discrimination from local people. Distorted Local Economies and Land Use Okinawa is the poorest prefecture in Japan, with unemployment twice the rate of the rest of the country. Tourism and agriculture dominate the economy. U.S. bases take up 20% of the land area—land that could be used more productively to benefit local people. U.S. troops live in spacious, fenced-off enclaves—some with golf courses and swimming pools—in marked contrast to the close-packed cities nearby. Kin, a small, old town of 10,000, for example, is squeezed between Camp Hansen, which houses 5,000 Marines, and the sea. The city of Ginowan has been built around the sprawling Futenma Marine Corps Air Station, one of the largest airfields in Asia. Local people cannot enter the bases. Traveling around them adds miles to everyday trips. In communities near the bases, employment is skewed towards servicing the military—in stores, car repair businesses, restaurants, bars, and prostitution. In addition, 8,813 local people work on the bases (as of 2004). However, the Okinawan economy is less dependent on the U.S. military than formerly. Rents and income from base-related activities now make up about 5% of the economy compared to 15 % in 1972. Some landowners have been more than willing to let their land to the U.S. military, and have earned regular income from these rents. Others, especially the “Anti-War Landowners,” always opposed the enforced appropriation of their family’s land. Still, owners with land used for bases are only 34,000, or 2.6% of the total population of Okinawa. The Japanese government pays approximately $100,000 per year for each member of the U.S. military stationed in Japan. It pays for electricity on the bases, and highway tolls for U.S. military personnel. Japanese tax money supports shopping centers, schools, libraries, and churches on the bases (even though the Japanese constitution separates church and state). More than 70% of the total cost of U.S. bases in Japan is borne by Japan. 4 Economic concerns were central in the Okinawa Governor’s election of November 1998. The emphasis was on the relative weakness of the Okinawan economy rather than the fact that the Japanese economy is generally in decline. The incumbent, Governor Ota, who consistently opposed the presence of U.S. bases, lost his bid for a third term to a pro-business candidate, Keiichi Inamine, backed by the central government in Tokyo. In 1998, the Okinawan unemployment rate was high— 7.7% (and almost twice as high for people under 30). This was twice the average for other prefectures in Japan, and has remained high. In 2005 it was 7.9%.􀌍􀌍 For many voters, Inamine’s promise to improve the Okinawan economy seemed to be the deciding factor in the closely-contested election. In 1999, the Japanese government decided to build an offshore runway for U.S. military use. The plan was to replace Futenma Air Station with a new heliport in Henoko, Nago city (northern Okinawa). 
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Accordingly, the Japanese government provided an economic “reward” fund of $850 million over 10 years to develop the northern area of Okinawa—the usual Japanese government method to keep the matter quiet. The other economic “reward” was to bring the 2000 G8 Summit to Okinawa, not a typical or ideal place to hold such a security-heavy event. In November 2006, upon Inamine’s retirement, one of the co-chairs of Okinawa Women Act Against Military Violence, Keiko Itokazu, ran for the governor’s position but was not successful. Environmental Contamination Highly carcinogenic materials (fuels, oils, solvents and heavy metals) are regularly released during military operations, affecting the land, water, air, and ocean, as well as people’s health. Okinawan people suffer deafening noise from low-flying military aircraft. In other parts of Japan, U.S. planes cannot leave or land after 7pm. At Kadena Air Force Base in Okinawa, they can leave or land any time, and generate severe noise. Students in schools near the bases often have classes disrupted due to noise, and suffer from poor concentrations.􀌍􀌎 Speaking to students and faculty at American University in October 1998, Mie Kunimasa said, I come from Ginowan City. My house is located 80 feet from the fence of the military base. Everyday is very noisy—day and night—without a break…Futenma Air Base is located in the middle of a very congested residential area. Sometime when I’m driving, I see very dark things flying in the sky. I fear that a jet might crash at any moment.􀌍􀌏 5 She then played a tape of aircraft noise recorded in her house near Futenma, and amplified it through the microphone. The noise was so loud that no one could hear her next words, but she went on speaking to show how everyday conversations and school classes are continually disrupted. On August 23, 2004, a U.S. Marine CH-53D Sea Stallion (a heavy assault transport helicopter) went out of control and crashed into the administration building at Okinawa International University. Immediately after the crash, U.S. Marines occupied a large section of the campus and the public road running alongside the damaged building, allowing no one—not even the police or university officials to enter the site. Some debris flew into surrounding homes as far as 300 meters (984 feet) from the site. Just 100 meters (328 feet) away was a gas station, and 150 meters away an elementary school and day-care center. Miraculously no was killed or injured. The U.S. Naval hospital initially reported that the pilot was in critical condition but the U.S. military did not release further information concerning the pilot or two other service members who were supposedly involved in the accident. Regular training exercises using live ammunition have caused forest fires, soil erosion, earth tremors, and accidents. In 1996, U.S. Marines fired depleted uranium shells into the ocean. The U.S. military defines this as a conventional weapon, but, officially, they are not allowed to fire depleted uranium in Japan. White Beach, a docking area in Okinawa for U.S. nuclear submarines, is an area where regional health statistics show comparatively high rates of leukemia in children and cancers in adults. In 1998, for example, two women from the White Beach area who had been in the habit of gathering shellfish and seaweed there died of liver cancer. Also local people are affected, sometimes killed, in traffic accidents caused by U.S. troops. In October 1998, for example, a U.S. Marine killed a young woman in a hit-and-run accident. Under the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA, Article 4), the U.S. is not responsible for environmental clean-up of land or water. As in Korea and the Philippines, host communities do not have adequate information on the extent of military contamination. The Japanese government does not release information about it. After the incident with the depleted uranium shells mentioned above, the U.S. government must inform local officials about military operations, but Okinawan people doubt that this is really working. After years of complaints from host communities about live-firing drills, the Japanese government arranged for them to be transferred from Okinawa to four sites in mainland Japan, at Yausubetsu (Hokkaido), Kita-Fuji and Higashi-Fuji (near Mt. Fuji), and Yufuin (Oita Prefecture, Kyushu). Besides damage to the land, and fires caused 6 by these drills, another environmental hazard is the unexploded ammunition left at the sites. The Okinawa prefecture has had to pay for this to be cleaned up in the past. Now the military are seeding the bare hillsides from helicopters. The hills look green but local people are concerned about safety. Once the old firing ranges have been seeded it will be impossible to see the unexploded ordnance. Treaties and Agreements The Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) provides for the behavior of U.S. troops stationed in Japan. U.S. military personnel often flout local law and custom, and are shielded from the Japanese judicial system unless U.S. military authorities agree to co-operate with local police. In many cases, U.S. troops who commit crimes against local people are disciplined, if at all, by U.S. military authorities. Military personnel who have injured or, in some cases, killed local people through negligent driving have not been brought to trial in local courts. This incenses local people who see it as a daily manifestation of U.S. insensitivity and high-handedness. They are pressing for changes in the SOFA to give more protection to host communities. In the case of the 12-year-old Okinawan girl who was raped, the U.S. military handed over the three men responsible to Okinawan civilian authorities in view of the enormous outcry this incident generated in Okinawa and internationally. The young men stood trial in a Japanese court, were found guilty, and have served seven-year, and six-and-a-half-year sentences in prison in Japan. On November 4, 1995, the Okinawa Prefecture Government submitted a petition to the Japanese government for the revision of the U.S.-Japan SOFA “to ensure both the stability of Okinawan lives and regional development.”􀌍􀌐 It listed 10 main points: the return of land needed by local municipalities, reducing noise pollution, penalizing military units responsible for accidents, banning U.S. military aircraft from civilian airports, allowing local government officials to enter U.S. bases, banning marching in civilian areas, installing recognizable license plates on U.S. military vehicles, taking crime suspects into Japanese custody, compensating victims of crime or accidents, and allowing local municipalities to participate in discussion of the U.S.-Japan Joint Committee. In addition to petitioning the Japanese government regarding the undue “burden” placed on Okinawa as a result of the concentration of U.S. military installations, Okinawan governors made eight official visits to the United States in a decade (1988-1998)—two by Governor Nishime and six by Governor Ota—to seek reduction of bases in Okinawa and resolution of the many base-related problems. 7 These petitions and visits resulted in live-ammunition drills being moved to sites in mainland Japan, and some small changes in day-to-day military operations in Okinawa. Base Conversion/Economic Development Under Governor Ota (1990-1998) the Okinawa Prefecture developed a plan for phasing out the U.S. bases by the year 2015. The centerpiece of this plan was to be a new Cosmopolitan City, a “grand design for a new Okinawa aiming at the 21st century” with underlying principles of peace, coexistence and self-sufficiency.􀌍􀌑 The idea was to make use of Okinawa’s “geographical location, natural environment, and historical experiences to expand on international exchanges and build trusting ties with foreign countries, especially the Asian countries, not only through economy but through science, culture, and training programs for personnel.”􀌍􀌒 The emphasis would be on greater economic independence for Okinawa, the use of information technology, restoration of the natural environment, sustainable development, and the establishment of research institutes including a center for peace education and research. The planned and phased return of land currently used by the U.S. military was an essential element in this overall concept. After Inamine took over the Governor’s position, this plan disappeared, following pressures from the Japanese government. However, thinking continues about an important peaceful role in Asia for Okinawa, using its central position, as the 
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prefecture is pursuing IT industries to locate in Okinawa. One strand of this development debate is that Okinawa should achieve economic parity with the mainland. The post-war development of Japan has entailed massive industrialization, destruction of forests, contamination of land and water, and a “salaryman” culture. Some Okinawan environmentalists and women activists oppose this type of development as inherently unsustainable. They argue that the U.S. military should allocate funds for the base-conversion process, including environmental cleanup. Jobs, education, and training must be provided for people now dependent on the bases. Sustainable development must take priority over multinational corporations or tourism. Local people should control planning and decision-making for conversion.
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This paternalistic militarism spreads outside of Japan—the US military deploys the model globally in all aspects of military and political life, not only perpetuating  inequality in international relations, but at the community and personal level. This is a unique process of dehumanization.

Kirk 2008

Gwyn, “Gender and U.S. Bases in Asia-Pacific” March 14

http://www.fpif.org/articles/gender_and_us_bases_in_asia-pacific
Militarism is a system of institutions, investments, and values, which is much wider and more deeply entrenched than any specific war. To create alternate definitions of genuine peace and security, it is important to understand institutionalized gendered relations and other unequal power dynamics including those based on class, colonialism, and racism inherent in U.S. military policy and practice. Demilitarization requires a de-linking of masculinity and militarism, stopping the glorification of war and warriors, and defining adventure and heroism in nonmilitary terms. It also requires genuinely democratic processes and structures for political and economic decision-making at community, national and transnational levels. In addition, the United States must take responsibility for cleaning up all military contamination in the Asia-Pacific region. Instead of undermining indigenous control of lands and resources in Guam, for example, the United States and local government agencies should support the self-determination of the Chamorro people. The proposed Marines base for Henoko (Okinawa) should be scrapped and the Japanese government should redirect funds earmarked for it to economic development to benefit Okinawan people. Since military expansion is a partner in corporate capitalist expansion, economic, political, and social development based on self-sufficiency, self-determination, and ecological restoration of local resources must be encouraged. Communities adjoining U.S. bases in all parts of the region suffer from grossly distorted economies that are overly reliant on the services (legal and illegal) that U.S. soldiers support. This economic dependency affects local men as well as women. Locally directed projects, led by those who understand community concerns, should be supported, together with government reforms to redistribute resources for such initiatives. In addition, the United States and Asian governments need to revise their legal agreements to protect local communities. Local people need transparency in the implementation of these policies, in interagency involvement (Pentagon, State Department, Department of the Interior, Environmental Protection Agency) and in executive orders that affect U.S. military operations in the region. Such revisions should include the ability for host governments to prosecute perpetrators of military violence so that the U.S. military can be held accountable for the human consequences of its policies. U.S. military expansion and restructuring in the Asia-Pacific region serve patriarchal U.S. goals of “full spectrum dominance.” Allied governments are bribed, flattered, threatened, or coerced into participating in this project. Even the apparently willing governments are junior partners who must, in an unequal relationship, shoulder the costs of U.S. military policies. For the U.S. military, land and bodies are so much raw material to use and discard without responsibility or serious consequences to those in power. Regardless of gender, soldiers are trained to dehumanize others so that, if ordered, they can kill them. Sexual abuse and torture committed by U.S. military personnel and contractors against Iraqi prisoners in Abu Ghraib prison illustrate a grim new twist on militarized violence, where race and nation “trumped” gender. White U.S. women were among the perpetrators, thereby appropriating the masculinized role. The violated Iraqi men, meanwhile, were forced into the feminized role. Gendered inequalities, which are fundamental to U.S. military operations in the Asia-Pacific region, affect men as well as women. Young men who live near U.S. bases see masculinity defined in military terms. They may work as cooks or bartenders who provide rest and relaxation to visiting servicemen. They may be forced to migrate for work to larger cities or overseas, seeking to fulfill their dreams of giving their families a better future. U.S. peace movements should not only address U.S. military involvement in the Middle East, but also in other parts of the world. Communities in the Asia-Pacific region have a long history of contesting U.S. militarism and offer eloquent testimonies to the negative impact of U.S. military operations there. These stories provide insights into the gendered dynamics of U.S. foreign and military policy, and the complicity of allied nations in this effort. Many individuals and organizations are crying out for justice, united by threads of hope and visions for a different future. Our job is to listen to them and to act accordingly.
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Unchecked militarism will result in endless violence and extinction

Tews 2003

(Eddie, “Forest for the Trees: What We Should Really Be Demanding,” Eat the State!, Vol 7 Iss 13, Feb 26, http://www.mail-archive.com/sustainablelorgbiofuel@sustainablelists.org/msg21653.html)

The United States maintains dozens of military bases in foreign countries worldwide, and is currently already at--or almost at--war in Afghanistan, Iraq, and Colombia, while also providing enormous amounts of taxpayer largesse to fund Israel's insanely criminal occupation of Palestine, and planned ethnic "cleansing" of its inhabitants. The United States has time and again mounted foreign military "liberations" and "destroyed villages in order to save them"--always to the detriment of the target country's people, and without having sought their consent; and is far and away the world's leader in committing and enabling acts of terrorsim, possessing and using weapons of mass destruction, and shipping armaments to all corners of the globe. Long the scourge of democracy, the United States has increased aid to human rights violators since September 11. Furthermore, recent US planning documents make it alarmingly clear that the United States intends nothing less than forcible world domination (to an even greater extent than currently exists, that is). A Time Europe poll, boasting nearly 400,000 respondents to date, finds that 84.6% consider the United States the "greatest danger to world peace in 2003." The wonder is not that so many should think so, but that nearly 15% should think that it could possibly instead be either Iraq or North Korea. We know why (in addition to the tautology that only niggers could ever pose a threat to world peace) the European leadership is happy to take the Bush Administration line in the "crisis." despite its populations' fear of the US menace: it covets Iraqi oil contracts, and doesn't want to be frozen out by a unilateral U.S. occupation of Iraq. But we don't have to accept the Bush Administration line any more that the European people do. The "win without war" and "containment is working" angles are counterproductive at best, despicable at worst, and strikingly dishonest in any case. They ought to be scrapped. In favor of what? Americans are duty-bound to take responsibility for urr government's actions, and, inasmuch as we profit from the fruits of empire, our own actions as well. This is not to say that the US is responsible for all the world's problems. But as American citizens we're responsible for addressing our country's contributions to the world's problems. Rather than propagating the Bush Administration's Saddam Hysteria, the peace movement needs to be forthrightly proposing real solutions. To wit: * All U.S. troops everywhere shall return home, and all foreign military bases shall be closed down. A worldwide US military presence is synonymous with imperialism, and is therefore unacceptable. * The sanctions against Iraq and Cuba shall be called off, and substantial amounts of reparations shall be paid to Iraq, Cuba, Afghanistan, Nicaragua, Colombia, Iran, Okinawa, South Africa, Vietnam, Sudan, Guatemala, Korea, El Salvador, East Timor, Serbia, Panama, Cambodia, Chile, Vieques, Congo, Haiti, Laos, and other victims of US militarism (yes, there are many more). * US war criminals George Bush I, George Bush II, Henry Kissinger, Madeleine Albright, Robert McNamara, Ronald Reagan, Bill Clinton, George Schultz, Donald Rumsfeld, and the rest (yes, there are many more) shall be "detained," tried, and thrown into the slammer. * All weapons of mass destruction--not just the Third World's—shall be dismantled. * Unilateralism in world affairs shall not be tolerated. The US will work within the established multilateral framework for solving the world's problems. What's good for the goose is good for the gander. * All arms shipments abroad shall immediately be halted. Again, if a menace to the world's peace and safety presents itself, the solution lies not in U.S. military dominance, but within the framework established by the United Nations Charter and the Geneva Conventions. * The US military budget shall be drastically slashed, and redirected toward domestic and international social programs: ending the AIDS crisis, feeding and securing sources of fresh water for the world's people, expanding literacy, developing sustainable sources of energy, and so on. * The Third World debt shall be cancelled, and IMF and World Bank eliminated. Economic self-determination for all people shall carry the day. That oughta keep us busy for awhile. Pie-in-the-sky? Sure. But at least it derives from an honest assessment of the problems facing humanity. Problems which have destroyed scores of millions of innocent lives, and are on the verge of destroying millions more. Problems which, if not addressed honestly, have set us well on the course to extinction--probably sooner than later. Possibly even before you have the opportunity to finish reading this sentence.
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And Bases in Japan are the lynchpin of this violence—they play a crucial role in perpetuating American justifications for endless violence and subjugation. 

Militarism in Asia is especially bad

Kirk 2008

Gwyn, “Gender and U.S. Bases in Asia-Pacific” March 14

http://www.fpif.org/articles/gender_and_us_bases_in_asia-pacific
The power dynamics of militarism in the Asia-Pacific region rely on dominance and subordination. These hierarchical relationships, shaped by gender, can be seen in U.S. military exploitation of host communities, its abuse and contamination of land and water, and the exploitation of women and children through the sex industry, sexual violence, and rape. Women’s bodies, the land, and indigenous communities are all feminized, treated as dispensable and temporary. What is constructed as “civilized, white, male, western, and rational” is held superior to what is defined as “primitive, non-white, female, non-western, and irrational.” Nations and U.S. territories within the Asia-Pacific region are treated as inferiors with limited sovereignty or agency in relation to U.S. foreign policy interests that go hand-in-hand with this racist/sexist ideology. The imbalance of power in gender relations in and around bases is mirrored at the alliance level as well. The United States controls Hawai’i through statehood; Guam is a colonial territory; and the United States is the dominant partner in alliances with Japan, South Korea, and the Philippines. The expansion and restructuring of U.S. bases and military operations in the region depend on these imbalances of power, which are rooted in histories of annexation, colonization, exploitation, and war. The Asia-Pacific region is a major part of the worldwide network of U.S. bases and facilities that support the global war on terror and enables the United States to extend its reach far beyond its own shores. The war on terror is only the latest justification for U.S. military presence in communities that have little say over the activities of armed outsiders. This network in turn depends on a set of interrelated phenomena – violence against women and girls, violation of local people’s self-determination, and abuse and contamination of the environment – that reinforce gender stereotypes.

1AC

Second is Nuclear Deterrence—
Despite Japan’s anti-nuclear commitments, US Military presence makes Japan a key tool in extending its global nuclear deterrent.
Asako 2010

Kageyama Hokkaido-based journalist and filmmaker. “Marines Go Home: Anti-Base Activism in Okinawa, Japan and Korea”Compiled, edited and translated by Philip Seaton, http://japanfocus.org/-Kageyama-Asako/3335

 So while all attention is focused on Futenma, what is actually occurring is the ‘Okinawaization’ of Japan. As former marine Allen Nelson has testified, during the Vietnam War Okinawa was used as a training location for soldiers en route to Vietnam.13 This role seems to be being extended across Japan. The political need to reduce the burden on Okinawa was the underlying reason for the relocation of US Marine Corps live fire drills from Okinawa to Yausubetsu in 1997, and those ‘skills’ practiced in Hokkaido have been exported to conflicts in other parts of the globe. As Saito Mitsumasa has demonstrated, the Misawa base in Aomori has long been a key part of the projection of US nuclear strike capability in Asia, which makes a mockery of Japan’s three non-nuclear principles (as does the much more public revelations of the ‘secret pacts’ during the Cold War to allow nuclear weapons into Japan, which was officially acknowledged by the DPJ government in March 2010). Furthermore, Misawa is currently being used as a forward staging area for bombing missions in Iraq and Afghanistan.14 These developments illustrate that US forces are not in Japan for the protection of Japan or peace and stability in Asia, but for the projection of American power throughout Asia and the Pacific, even to the Middle East. 

1AC

Nuclear Deterrence distances us from the effects of nuclear use, making nuclear war inevitable

Chernus 1991

 (Ira, Associate Professor of Religious Studies at the University of Colorado Boulder, Nuclear Madness, p 19-20)

The omnipotence fantasy is also reflected in the various strategies of nuclear deterrence. With the amount of violence at our disposal apparently infinite, it seems possible to compel the whole world to live within our chosen deterrence fantasy forever. But deterrence images speak more loudly of the complementary fantasy: just as freedom behind the false self means omnipotence, so security means isolation and invulnerability. Ontological insecurity makes every relationship a potential pitfall. Relationships can only be arenas for self-preservation at best, never for true self-enhancement. Thus the best relationship is one in which the other is unable to touch the self. Of course once the self is cut off from the other it can have no real knowledge of the other; it can only relate to its fantasy images of the other. The world of mutual deterrence is a perfect image of a society of schizoids. Deterrence strategies are based not on what "the other side" is actually doing, but on our perceptions (and fears) of what the other might do—or merely be able to do—at any time in the future in a worst case scenario. Psychologists have long noted that deterrence strategies make it increasingly difficult for us to have any real knowledge of "the other side"; instead they persuade us to believe ever more firmly in our own frightening fantasies. Inevitably those fantasies convince us that we must be absolutely invulnerable. It is hardly surprising that each side also strives to develop whatever defensive system it can technologically and economically afford. The American Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI or "Star Wars”) plan, as originally proposed by Ronald Reagan in 1983, is perhaps the ultimate analogue to the false self—a fantasy of a shield providing perfect protection against whatever attack the other might mount. As long as there is reality and life in the world, however, the world remains independent, unpredictable, and threatening. The schizoid can feel completely secure only by imagining world as a vast empire of inert objects ruled by the self's unfettered will. The appeal of nuclear deterrence rests in part on such a fantasy. Each side renders the other too petrified to make a move. Each side maps out its global strategy as if every other nation were merely a piece in the strategists' puzzle—an object that can be manipulated at will. The ultimate result is the Pentagon officer (and no doubt his Moscow counterpart) choosing nuclear targets at random, never stopping to think that each new pin in the map may represent several million dead human beings."
1AC

Plan: The United States federal government should end its military presence in Japan.
1AC

Be highly skeptical of their evidence—the traditional discussion of US-Japan alliance is biased in favor of those who profit from perpetual militarization while ignoring the voices of the Japanese people.

Terashima 2010

Jitsuro March 22, “Rethinking the U.S.-Japan Alliance”

http://www.zcommunications.org/rethinking-the-u-s-japan-alliance-by-jitsuro-terashima

Still, the foul odor emanating from those who cling to US-Japan security is fierce. I keenly feel the need to keep at arm's length those in Washington who make their living off US-Japan security, those who are generally referred to as "Japan hands" and "pro-Japanese." These people greet visitors from Japan with smiles on their faces, and often participate in symposiums in Japan, where they sing the praises of "the US-Japan alliance as a permanent axis." They always refer to the "responsibilities" of base-hosting Japan and call for increased cooperation with the US, in the name of making "international contributions." Of course, there is a group of "US hands" and "pro-American" Japanese who sing in chorus, and this mutual dependence has long set the course for US-Japan relations. On my trips to the US over the past several years, I have made an effort to meet with people who have a broader view of the world and to hear their thoughts on US-Japan relations from a diversity of perspectives. This is because I wanted to hear objective opinions that went beyond vested interests and preconceptions, in order to assess the present state of the US-Japan alliance within a broader view. What I have been surprised to find is that, even among top-level intellectuals and specialists in international issues, most of those who are not directly involved in US-Japan relations don't have any knowledge of the reality of the alliance (the state of the bases and the content of the SOFA). They might preface their response with "US national interest aside," but they respond to the fact that this is the ongoing reality with puzzled expressions and honest doubt. I would also like to mention a mind-twisting experience I had when I visited China to lecture at Peking University in October. In discussing the US-Japan alliance with a variety of diplomats and specialists in international affairs, they often mentioned as an honest concern the "cap in the bottle" theory. In short, this is the idea that, if an increasing sense of Japanese autonomy leads to the withdrawal of US military forces, the "cap" that suppresses the revival of Japanese militarism will be eliminated, to the alarm of Japan's neighbors in Asia. This made me aware of the irony that it is not only those who make their living off of US-Japan security who want to maintain the current framework, but China itself is counting on the continued presence of the US military in Japan. One can only smile bitterly over the twisted reality of US-Japan security, but what we Japanese must resolve is that the peace and security of Japan has to be secured through the exercise of the will of the Japanese people themselves. It is our responsibility to exercise a thoroughly pacifist self-restraint that will present no threat to our neighbors.
Plan is key—Anything short of removal of all bases doesn’t solve—South Korea proves restructuring or “ transformation” only whitewashes US military ambition
Asako 2010

Kageyama Hokkaido-based journalist and filmmaker. “Marines Go Home: Anti-Base Activism in Okinawa, Japan and Korea”Compiled, edited and translated by Philip Seaton, http://japanfocus.org/-Kageyama-Asako/3335

But, as in the Henoko case, we cannot decontextualize the Maehyang-ri campaigns from broader US military strategy. The current US strategy in South Korea stresses the creation of ‘hub bases’. The Maehyang-ri firing range may have closed, but farmers have been evicted from their land around the Songtan Air Base (also known as Osan Air Base) and the army base Camp Humphries in Pyeongtaek to expand the bases there. This occurred during the presidency of President Roh Moo-hyun, a lawyer and central figure in the democratization movement. The Pyeongtak struggle was fierce. In 2005 around 200 farming households were thrown off their land under a compulsory land acquisition order. Having been removed from their land they also lost their livelihoods. The farmers and their supporters continued to resist, but the Korean government deployed 10,000 police and 1,000 troops. They cordoned off the villages and moved in heavy equipment to destroy the farmland and buildings. The final villagers were forced to leave in April 2007.18 This is not to say that the Kooni firing range in Maehyang-ri was shut down because it was unnecessary: it had often been called the best firing range in Asia by the US military. Ultimately, Maehyang-ri was breaking Korean law and untenable in the face of local opposition. But when it was shut down, training was simply shifted to other South Korean facilities, Alaska, Okinawa or elsewhere. Bases will not be returned because they are ‘not needed’. Neither is it a question of saying that a base can be closed when an alternative is found. Anti-base forces are not interested in saying ‘not in my back yard’. We are saying ‘not in anyone’s back yard’ to the over 1,000 overseas bases that the US military maintains throughout the world.

Solvency—Peace Movements

Removal of US bases in japan reinforces anti-militarist movements and is a key test case in challenging US dominance.

TML 2010

Daily On-Line Newspaper of the Communist Party of Canada, “The Anti-War Movement of the Peoples of East Asia Cannot Be Stopped” http://cpcml.ca/Tmld2010/D40102.htm

During the leaders' debate of selected political parties during last year's national election campaign, Hatoyama declared solemnly that he "would stake his life on being able to relocate [the U.S. military base] Futenma's functions outside the prefecture (Okinawa)." Even since becoming the Party in Power, Prime Minister Hatoyama has repeatedly declared that the U.S. military base must be moved out of the prefecture "at the very least," and was supposedly negotiating the details of a U.S. withdrawal. These declarations and promises were in recognition of very real changes in East Asia, and the desire of the peoples of the region to remove a U.S. military presence that constantly threatens war and is the main source of instability. The economic development and confidence of both China and the Democratic People's Republic of Korea and the direct experience with the goodwill generated by the "sunshine policies" towards Korean reunification of the previous two administrations of the Republic of Korea form a basis for new arrangements. Many in East Asia have come to realize that new anti-war arrangements of reconciliation and peaceful development can only take place through active opposition to U.S. interference in their affairs and if U.S. military bases and its nuclear-armed naval armada are removed from East Asia. New arrangements are never easy to bring into being and the U.S. Empire has its own experience in undermining and sabotaging the people's movement for independence and peace. However, the direct experience of the people with each successive U.S. fabricated pretext for war and occupation has developed their political acumen. This direct experience has steeled the anti-war mass movements in Japan and the Republic of Korea against becoming diverted and undermined. The people are determined to end U.S. military occupations of their countries and to persist in their struggle in spite of U.S. imperialism's constant lies and threats against the peace. Within this context of a growing movement for an anti-war government, Prime Minister Hatoyama could not even force his coalition government and Cabinet to unite and agree on extending the U.S. military occupation of Okinawa. Japan's Social Democratic Party (SDP) has decided to leave the ruling coalition after deciding to oppose the Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's conciliation with the U.S. and his breaking of a campaign promise to relocate the U.S. Futenma military base on the island of Okinawa. Chair of the SDP Mizuho Fukushima informed reporters about the decision on Sunday after meeting with party executives. Fukushima, who is calling for the immediate relocation of the base, was earlier expelled from her cabinet post as Minister of Consumer Affairs and Food Safety, Social Affairs, and Gender Equality for refusing to accept the government's betrayal of its solemn election pledge. Fukushima said of her firing, "Dismissing me means dismissing Okinawa. Dismissing me means betraying the Japanese people." A May 28 item from Press TV noted "The issue has become the biggest challenge to Hatoyama's government since it came to power. The premier's failure to appease the islanders has dramatically reduced his public approval rating. [...] The SDP's defection is a tough blow to Hatoyama's party. The Democrats need the help of other parties to win a majority in the Upper House elections [in July]." The public split in Hatoyama's coalition government and Cabinet and the determination of the anti-war movement to block the new U.S./Japan war alliance have occurred despite the huge propaganda campaign to convince people that the DPRK wants war and that U.S. imperialism regardless of all evidence to the contrary is somehow a factor for peace.

Solvency—Peace Movements

Removal of US bases key to challenge US military imperialism

Goldstein 2005

Fred, “Why Asians fear U.S.-Japanese militarism” http://www.workers.org/2005/world/china-0421/
Solvency—Sexual Violence

Only withdrawing troops can shortcircuit the cycle of sexual exploitation and dominaton in Japan.
Johnson 2008

Chalmers,  professor emeritus of the University of California, San Diego. “Ten steps to liquidate US bases” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/KH04Ak02.html

In the course of trying to obtain justice, the Australian teacher discovered that almost 50 years earlier, in October 1953, the Japanese and American governments signed a secret "understanding" as part of their SOFA in which Japan agreed to waive its jurisdiction if the crime was not of "national importance to Japan". The US argued strenuously for this codicil because it feared that otherwise it would face the likelihood of some 350 servicemen per year being sent to Japanese jails for sex crimes. Since that time, the US has negotiated similar wording in SOFAs with Canada, Ireland, Italy and Denmark. According to the Handbook of the Law of Visiting Forces (2001), the Japanese practice has become the norm for SOFAs throughout the world, with predictable results. In Japan, of 3,184 US military personnel who committed crimes between 2001 and 2008, 83% were not prosecuted. In Iraq, we have just signed a SOFA that bears a strong resemblance to the first postwar one we had with Japan: namely, military personnel and military contractors accused of off-duty crimes will remain in US custody while Iraqis investigate. This is, of course, a perfect opportunity to spirit the culprits out of the country before they can be charged. Within the military itself, the journalist Dahr Jamail, author of Beyond the Green Zone: Dispatches from an Unembedded Journalist in Occupied Iraq (Haymarket Books, 2007), speaks of the "culture of unpunished sexual assaults" and the "shockingly low numbers of courts martial" for rapes and other forms of sexual attacks. Helen Benedict, author of The Lonely Soldier: The Private War of Women Serving in Iraq (Beacon Press, 2009), quotes this figure in a 2009 Pentagon report on military sexual assaults: 90% of the rapes in the military are never reported at all and, when they are, the consequences for the perpetrator are negligible. It is fair to say that the US military has created a worldwide sexual playground for its personnel and protected them to a large extent from the consequences of their behavior. As a result a group of female veterans in 2006 created the Service Women's Action Network. Its agenda is to spread the word that "no woman should join the military". I believe a better solution would be to radically reduce the size of our standing army, and bring the troops home from countries where they do not understand their environments and have been taught to think of the inhabitants as inferior to themselves.
Militarism Internal Link

Stationing in Japan enables and emboldens US militarism.

Terashima 2010

Jitsuro March 22, “Rethinking the U.S.-Japan Alliance”

http://www.zcommunications.org/rethinking-the-u-s-japan-alliance-by-jitsuro-terashima
The military analyst Ebata Kensuke, who died in 2009, always based his analysis on accurate knowledge and information, and was much deserving of respect. His 2005 book, Beigun Saihen (US Military Restructuring), was a cool-headed analysis of the reality behind the restructuring of the US military in Japan. "The US is planning to use Japan," he wrote, "as a forward position on the far side of the Pacific, from which to supply and deploy troops whenever necessary." Identifying this as the true character of the restructuring, Ebata suggested that these goals do not coincide with Japan's and indicated that "danger lurks" in the restructuring. He made strategic proposals for reducing and moving bases, revision of the SOFA, and reduction of the "sympathy budget." We would do well to heed his warnings and pursue his recommendations. The restructuring of the US military, which military officials in the US refer to as a "transformation," was a strategy developed in response to the Iraq war and the war on terror, led by the Bush administration secretary of defense, Donald Rumsfeld. Its goals were, first, to increase the efficiency of the war on terror, including the use of preemptive attacks; and, second, to strengthen joint operations with allied forces. These goals deviate from the original goals of the US-Japan security relationship. At a Tokyo symposium on US-Japan relations in December 2009, former deputy secretary of state Richard Armitage appealed to the audience, "The reason you can sleep peaceably tonight is because the United States is protecting Japan." I'm sure his intentions were good, but he failed to accurately convey the fact that, unfortunately, the US-Japan security apparatus has strayed far from its origins in "protecting Japan" and "protecting the security of the Far East." It has been transformed into the foundation for joint operations in "America's war" -- the war on terror, focused on Islamic fundamentalism from the Middle East to Central Asia. Fighting terrorists grounded in Islamic fundamentalism subtly increases hatred of Islam in general and runs the risk of igniting a clash of civilizations. From Japan's perspective, it is foolish to place itself in a framework where Islam is seen as a threat to Japan's security. I have been involved with the problems of the Middle East since the 1980s, and I think Japanese should be aware that many people in Middle Eastern countries have respect and affection for Japan as the only developed country that has not exported weapons to or intervened in any Middle Eastern country. In addition, in contrast to the US, there are no domestic pressures on Japan to support the Israeli side in the Israel-Palestine conflict. We must be aware of where Japan stands and realize there are things in the world that should be confronted jointly with the US and others that should not.
Militarism Bad—Environment
Militarism wastes resources and destroys the environment 
Wilcox 2003

(Richard, Tokyo-based writer, “United States Militarism, Global Instability and Environmental Destruction,” December, http://www9.ocn.ne.jp/~aslan/rwilcox.htm)

Relying on government reports, Savage (2000) found that the U.S. military 'produces nearly a ton of toxic pollution a minute...500,000 tons of toxics annually -- more than the five leading chemical companies combined' (p. 5). With the recent arms build up in the wake of the 9/11 attacks in the U.S., this amount of pollution must be rapidly increasing as well. The U.S. military budget is expected to nearly double from mid 1990 levels of spending to reach $451 billion per year by 2007 (Chossudovsky, 2002). On November 24th, 2003, President Bush signed a military spending bill of $401 billion ('Bush signs,' 2003).   The toxic legacy left over from the Cold War in 1990 included 'more than 17,484 military sites in violation of federal environmental laws' in the U.S (Savage). The military is a huge consumer of energy, for example, 'a conventionally powered aircraft carrier consumes 150,000 gallons of fuel per day. In less than an hour's flight, a jet launched from it's flight deck consumes as much fuel as a U.S. motorist uses in two years.' There is also the widespread problem of the military's underground chemical and fuel tanks leaking and contaminating aquifers. In one case drinking water that was tested had toxins at 10,000 times the level that was considered safe by government.  Needless to say, the monstrous expenditures that go for military uses could instead go toward environmental protections and restoration. A pittance of a few million dollars a year could go a long way toward protecting Africa's magnificent elephant populations (when the wide ranging elephants are protected, numerous other species gain protection as well). Talk of 'sustainable use' of endangered wildlife species by hunters and wildlife traders is disingenuous given the vast resources that are wasted on war preparation and battle. One can only imagine the solutions that could occur if funds were appropriately used toward a sustainable energy policy; reducing global warming, deforestation and desertification; assisting environmental refugees; and restoring the world's dying oceans, to name but a few of our planet's urgent needs.

More Ev

Wilcox 2003

 (Richard, Tokyo-based writer, “United States Militarism, Global Instability and Environmental Destruction,” December, http://www9.ocn.ne.jp/~aslan/rwilcox.htm)

The legacy of the past five hundred years of imperialist cultures in conjunction with the innovation of technology and the pace of global environmental degradation is terrifying to ponder. For example, Waugh (2003) reports that 'according to a European scientific committee' which researched radiation biology and human epidemiology, studies show that radioactive 'pollution from nuclear energy and weapons programmes up to 1989...have caused, or will eventually cause, the death of 65 million people worldwide.' As shown in this paper, one can never relax the vigilant faculties of the mind regarding the development of ever more powerful and deadly weapons systems and other potentially destructive innovative technology. Proctor found that as of 1991, between 20 percent up to a third of the world's scientists were involved in military research. The human potential for solving environmental problems is thus squandered by the militaristic mindset that has largely created the environmental chaos we are now engulfed in.

Militarism Bad—Extinction 

Militarism causes extinction.

Wilcox 2003

(Richard, Tokyo-based writer, “United States Militarism, Global Instability and Environmental Destruction,” December, http://www9.ocn.ne.jp/~aslan/rwilcox.htm)

As London's mayor, Ken Livingstone recently stated in reference to U.S. Dictator George W. Bush's visit to the United Kingdom, 'I actually think that Bush is the greatest threat to life on this planet that we've most probably ever seen. The policies he is initiating will doom us to extinction' ('London Mayor,' 2003). While unapologetic disgust with Bush is justifiable, he is merely a symptom of the larger cancer of American militarism and corporate/financial greed that is taking the world in the direction of economic, social, political and environmental instability, if not chaos. This is evident in the unending refinement of technologies devoted to killing human beings.

Militarism Bad—Laundry List

Militarism Impact/security

Kirk 1999

Gwyn, “Worldwide Peace Appeal, Thousands Seek Ways to Make the World Secure, San Francisco Chronicle, May 12, http://www.uchinanchu.org/resources/sf_chronicle_051299.htm

This country has a military budget of $265 billion a year, and rising. That is more than the total for the next 13 biggest spenders combined: Russia, China, France, Britain, Germany, Japan, South Korea, North Korea, Libya, Syria, Iraq and Cuba. The United States outspends Iraq's annual military budget in two days. What kind of security does this buy? For the cost of one B-2 bomber (about $1.5 billion), for example, we could: -- Build 11,512 modestly priced ($130,000) new houses, -- Buy groceries for one year for 360,577 families, -- Pay the annual salaries of 125,000 child-care workers, -- Provide summer job training for 397,059 young people, or -- Pay for one year at a public four-year college for 224,753 students. Isn't this security? The idea that the military protects us is so ingrained it's hard to imagine anything else. In the Netherlands this week, thousands of people from five continents will discuss realistic alternatives for human security, based on research, analysis and practical experience. This is the Hague Appeal for Peace. The organizers note that ``the past 99 years have seen more death, and more brutal death, from war, famine and other preventable causes than any other time span in history. Those years have seen the tender flame of democracy snuffed out again and again by crazed dictators, military regimes and colossal international power struggles.'' These years have also witnessed effective movements for civil rights, and monumental growth in scientific and technical knowledge that makes possible a decent -- not luxurious -- life for everyone on the planet. The United Nations' Universal Declaration of Human Rights, if taken seriously, could translate this possibility into reality. The Hague Appeal for Peace is a five-day conference and a long-term campaign to offer an opportunity for the global community talking about how to achieve these basic conditions for human security: -- A physical environment that can sustain human life; -- Adequate food, clothing and shelter; -- Respect for human dignity and for their different cultures; and, -- Protection from avoidable harm. By these standards, there are no truly secure societies in the world. Military security actually goes against human security, as defined here. Military security is maintained at the expense of the natural environment, the economic and social needs of many people, fundamental human rights in many countries and protections against ill health, inadequate roads and unclean water, accidents and disasters.

Deterrence Bad—Genocide 

Extend nuclear deterrence is the moral equivalent of genocide

Boyle 2010

“THE CRIMINALITY OF NUCLEAR DETERRENCE” Francis A., http://www.just-international.org/index.php/the-criminality-of-nuclear-deterrence.html
THE CRIMINALITY OF NUCLEAR DETERRENCE The human race stands on the verge of nuclear self-extinction as a species, and with it will die most, if not all, forms of intelligent life on the planet earth. Any attempt to dispel the ideology of nuclearism and its attendant myth propounding the legality of nuclear weapons and nuclear deterrence must directly come to grips with the fact that the nuclear age was conceived in the original sins of Hiroshima and Nagasaki on August 6 and 9, 1945. The atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki constituted crimes against humanity and war crimes as defined by the Nuremberg Charter of August 8, 1945, and violated several basic provisions of the Regulations annexed to Hague Convention No. 4 Respecting the Laws and Customs of War on Land (1907), the rules of customary international law set forth in the Draft Hague Rules of Air Warfare (1923), and the United States War Department Field Manual 27-10, Rules of Land Warfare (1940). According to this Field Manual and the Nuremberg Principles, all civilian government officials and military officers who ordered or knowingly participated in the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki could have been lawfully punished as war criminals. The start of any progress toward resolving humankind's nuclear predicament must come from the realization that nuclear weapons have never been legitimate instruments of state policy, but rather have always constituted illegitimate instrumentalities of internationally lawless and criminal behavior. THE USE OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS The use of nuclear weapons in combat was, and still is, absolutely prohibited under all circumstances by both conventional and customary international law: e.g., the Nuremberg Principles, the Hague Regulations of 1907, the International Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide of 1948, the Four Geneva Conventions of 1949 and their Additional Protocol I of 1977, etc. In addition, the use of nuclear weapons would also specifically violate several fundamental resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly that have repeatedly condemned the use of nuclear weapons as an international crime. Consequently, according to the Nuremberg Judgment, soldiers would be obliged to disobey egregiously illegal orders with respect to launching and waging a nuclear war. Second, all government officials and military officers who might nevertheless launch or wage a nuclear war would be personally responsible for the commission of Nuremberg crimes against peace, crimes against humanity, war crimes, grave breaches of the Geneva Conventions and Protocol 1, and genocide, among other international crimes. Third, such individuals would not be entitled to the defenses of superior orders, act of state, tu quoque, self-defense, presidential authority, etc. Fourth, such individuals could thus be quite legitimately and most severely punished as war criminals, up to and including the imposition of the death penalty, without limitation of time. THE THREAT TO USE NUCLEAR WEAPONS Article 2(4) of the United Nations Charter of 1945 prohibits both the threat and the use of force except in cases of legitimate self-defense as recognized by article 51 thereof. But although the requirement of legitimate self-defense is a necessary precondition for the legality of any threat or use of force, it is certainly not sufficient. For the legality of any threat or use of force must also take into account the customary and conventional international laws of humanitarian armed conflict. Thereunder, the threat to use nuclear weapons (i.e., nuclear deterrence/terrorism) constitutes ongoing international criminal activity: namely, planning, preparation, solicitation and conspiracy to commit Nuremberg crimes against peace, crimes against humanity, war crimes, genocide, as well as grave breaches of the Four Geneva Conventions of 1949, Additional Protocol I of 1977, the Hague Regulations of 1907, and the International Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide of 1948, inter alia. These are the so-called inchoate crimes that under the Nuremberg Principles constitute international crimes in their own right. The conclusion is inexorable that the design, research, testing, production, manufacture, fabrication, transportation, deployment, installation, maintenance, storing, stockpiling, sale, and purchase as well as the threat to use nuclear weapons together with all their essential accouterments are criminal under well-recognized principles of international law. Thus, those government decision-makers in all the nuclear weapons states with command responsibility for their nuclear weapons establishments are today subject to personal criminal responsibility under the Nuremberg Principles for this criminal practice of nuclear deterrence/terrorism that they have daily inflicted upon all states and peoples of the international community. Here I wish to single out four components of the threat to use nuclear weapons that are especially reprehensible from an international law perspective: counter-ethnic targeting; counter-city targeting; first-strike weapons and contingency plans; and the first-use of nuclear weapons even to repel a conventional attack. THE CRIMINALITY OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND NUCLEAR DETERRENCE As can be determined in part from the preceding analysis, today's nuclear weapons establishments as well as the entire system of nuclear deterrence/terrorism currently practiced by all the nuclear weapon states are criminal -- not simply illegal, not simply immoral, but criminal under well established principles of international law. This simple idea of the criminality of nuclear weapons can be utilized to pierce through the ideology of nuclearism to which many citizens in the nuclear weapons states have succumbed. It is with this simple idea of the criminality of nuclear weapons that concerned citizens can proceed to comprehend the inherent illegitimacy and fundamental lawlessness of the policies that their governments pursue in their names with respect to the maintenance and further development of nuclear weapons systems.

A2: Cap

US military deployment in japan fuels economic inequality and capitalist expansion/

Kirk 2008

Gwyn, “Gender and U.S. Bases in Asia-Pacific” March 14

http://www.fpif.org/articles/gender_and_us_bases_in_asia-pacific

The expansion of U.S. military bases and operations has had a huge adverse impact on local communities at social, economic, political, and environmental levels. Host governments and local business elites are complicit in this. They equate progress and economic development with U.S. corporate and military interests instead of addressing the effects of U.S. militarism on local communities. The United States uses political and economic control to exert military force in the Pacific region. Allied nations trade sovereignty for militarized “security.” Japan and South Korea both pay for upkeep of U.S. troops and the restructuring or expansion of U.S. bases in their countries. Guam has yet to attain full self-government through a UN-mandated political process that requires the full cooperation of the United States. The exploitation of Guam’s colonial status has allowed massive military expansion, slated to cost $10 billion, and without consent of the indigenous people. The expansion will transform the island into a forward base with the establishment of a Global Strike Force and ballistic missile defense system. It will also significantly alter the population. The expected transfer of military personnel from Okinawa and other parts of Asia will boost the population by 21%. Although the local business elite welcomes this expansion, many people oppose it. They are also against the resulting economic dependency that is designed and imposed by U.S. foreign policy. Okinawa is only 0.6% of the land area of Japan, yet houses 75% of U.S. military facilities in that country. There are 37 U.S. bases and installations in Okinawa, with an estimated 23,842 troops and 21,512 family members. The U.S. military proposes to build a heliport in the ocean at Henoko, (northern Okinawa), despite a 10-year campaign against it by Okinawan people and international environmental groups. Similarly, Korean activists opposed major base expansion at Pyoungtaek, south of Seoul. However, U.S. military officials convinced the Korean government to invest millions of dollars to pay for this expansion as well as a new bombing training site. Hawai’i is a major tourist destination, but the U.S. military installations occupying 25% of the land area continue to be invisible to most visitors and even to local people. Current examples of the military camouflaging itself in the everyday are the Superferry and the University Affiliated Research Center, both "joint-use" operations for the military and civilians. Rendering the military a normal part of daily life serves U.S. dominance and superiority as truths that cannot be challenged. In tourist brochures Hawai’i is personified as an exotic woman, nearly naked, clad in a hula skirt and lei. Such images make women seem available for exploitation, much as the military treats the land as available for misuse. Another example of the extension of U.S. military domination is the greater involvement of local armies, such as joint exercises with the armed forces of the Philippines, the New Mexico Guard, and the Guam Army National Guard, as part of the National Guard Bureau’s State Partnership Program. This allows state National Guards to partner with foreign countries and is expected to expand in the coming years within the Pacific Rim and Southeast Asian countries. The Asia-Pacific region is part of the worldwide network of U.S. bases, facilities, refueling and R & R stops, and reserves of potential recruits that all support the global war on terror. Bases in Hawai’i, Guam, the Philippines, South Korea, and Japan/Okinawa serve as key training grounds for the Iraq War. Moreover, Guam, Diego Garcia, South Korea, and Okinawa are among the transit points for troops and military supplies for the war.
A2: Fem/Gender

US bases in japan constitute the systematic political, ecomic and social subjugation of women.

Militarist presence throughout asia constitutes systematic sexual abuse and subjugation.

Kirk 2008

Gwyn, “Gender and U.S. Bases in Asia-Pacific” March 14

http://www.fpif.org/articles/gender_and_us_bases_in_asia-pacific
Violence against women is pervasive at U.S. bases in the region and in prevailing military culture and training. The case of Okinawa is especially shocking. In the past 62 years, there have been 400 reported cases of women who have been attacked, kidnapped, abused, gang-raped, or murdered by U.S. troops. Victims have included a nine-month old baby and girls between six and 15 years old. Most recently, in February 2008, Staff Sgt. Tyrone Luther Hadnott, aged 38, of Camp Courtney in Okinawa, was arrested and charged with raping a 14-year-old girl. In November 2005, several Marines stood trial for raping a Philippine woman, “Nicole” (a pseudonym) near Olongapo (Philippines). One man, Daniel Smith, a U.S. marine, was convicted of this crime and sentenced to 40 years imprisonment in the Philippines. However, he was transferred to U.S. custody immediately after conviction. Philippine and U.S. organizations contend that this case illuminates the negative impacts of the U.S.-Philippines Visiting Forces Agreement (VFA), which undermines Philippines national sovereignty. Violence against women recurs around U.S. bases in Asia. A particularly brutal rape and murder of a Korean woman in 1992 led to street demonstrations in Seoul and the formation of a new organization, the National Campaign for the Eradication of Crime by U.S. Troops in Korea, to document crimes and help victims claim redress. Activists in Guam are justifiably concerned that such violence will rise in their communities with the proposed increase in U.S. Marines stationed there. Military personnel are trained to dehumanize “others” as part of their preparation for war. Their aggressiveness, frustration, and fear spill over into local communities, for example in acts of violence against girls and women. Although most U.S. troops do not commit such violations, these incidents happen far too often to be accepted as aberrations. Racist and sexist stereotypes about Asian women – as exotic, accommodating, and sexually compliant – are an integral part of such violence. These crimes inflame local hostility and resistance to U.S. military bases and operations, and have long-lasting effects on victims/survivors. Cases are seriously underreported due to women’s shame and fear or their belief that perpetrators will not be apprehended. This pattern of sexual violence reveals structural inequalities between Asian communities and the U.S. military, encoded in Status of Forces Agreements and Visiting Forces Agreements. The military sees each crime as an isolated act committed by individual soldiers. Local communities that protest these crimes see gendered violence as a structural issue that is perpetuated by legal, political, economic, and social structures. Military prostitution continues despite the military’s declared “zero tolerance” policy, affirmed in Department of Defense memoranda and Executive Order 13387 that President George W. Bush signed in October 2005. These days, most women working in clubs near U.S. bases in South Korea and Japan/Okinawa are from the Philippines due to low wages, high unemployment, and the absence of sustainable economic development at home. These governments admit Philippine women on short-term entertainer visas. Servicemen are still protected from prosecution for many infringements of local laws and customs. The sexual activity of foreign-based troops, including (but not exclusively) through prostitution, has had serious effects on women’s health, boosting rates of HIV/AIDS, sexually transmitted diseases, unwanted pregnancies, unsafe abortions, drug and alcohol dependency, and mental illness. U.S. Navy ships visit the Philippines for R & R and make stops at Pattaya (Thailand) where the sex-tourism industry flourished during the Vietnam War.

A2: Presence Solves Japanese Militarism
US presence actually justifies and props up militarist factions in Japan

Lind 2004

“Pacifism or Passing the Buck?”, Jennifer M., postdoctoral Research Fellow at the John Sloan Dickey Center for International Understanding and Nelson A. Rockefeller Center, and a Visiting Assistant Professor in the Government Department at Dartmouth College,  Testing Theories of Japanese Security Policy, International Security 29.1 (2004) 92-121

The antimilitarist argument explains Japanese security policy before the 1970s, but it cannot account for Japan's security policy thereafter. Most glaringly, it is inconsistent with the dramatic transformation of the Japanese military that began in the late 1970s. Contrary to the expectations of the antimilitarist explanation, Japan built one of the best air forces and navies in the world. Its sustained buildup in the post-Cold War era is also inconsistent with the expectation that norms will restrain major increases in Japanese power.

No War

Professor Michael Mandelbaum (Christian A. Herter Professor of American Foreign Policy, The Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University; Director, Project on East-West Relations, Council on Foreign Relations) February 25, 1999. http://www.ciaonet.org/conf/cfr10/

My argument says, tacitly, that while this point of view, which was widely believed 100 years ago, was not true then, there are reasons to think that it is true now. What is that argument? It is that major war is obsolete. By major war, I mean war waged by the most powerful members of the international system, using all of their resources over a protracted period of time with revolutionary geopolitical consequences. There have been four such wars in the modern period: the wars of the French Revolution, World War I, World War II, and the Cold War. Few though they have been, their consequences have been monumental. They are, by far, the most influential events in modern history. Modern history which can, in fact, be seen as a series of aftershocks to these four earthquakes. So if I am right, then what has been the motor of political history for the last two centuries that has been turned off? This war, I argue, this kind of war, is obsolete; less than impossible, but more than unlikely. What do I mean by obsolete? If I may quote from the article on which this presentation is based, a copy of which you received when coming in, “ Major war is obsolete in a way that styles of dress are obsolete. It is something that is out of fashion and, while it could be revived, there is no present demand for it. Major war is obsolete in the way that slavery, dueling, or foot-binding are obsolete. It is a social practice that was once considered normal, useful, even desirable, but that now seems odious. It is obsolete in the way that the central planning of economic activity is obsolete. It is a practice once regarded as a plausible, indeed a superior, way of achieving a socially desirable goal, but that changing conditions have made ineffective at best, counterproductive at worst.” Why is this so? Most simply, the costs have risen and the benefits of major war have shriveled. The costs of fighting such a war are extremely high because of the advent in the middle of this century of nuclear weapons, but they would have been high even had mankind never split the atom. As for the benefits, these now seem, at least from the point of view of the major powers, modest to non-existent. The traditional motives for warfare are in retreat, if not extinct. War is no longer regarded by anyone, probably not even Saddam Hussein after his unhappy experience, as a paying proposition. And as for the ideas on behalf of which major wars have been waged in the past, these are in steep decline. Here the collapse of communism was an important milestone, for that ideology was inherently bellicose. This is not to say that the world has reached the end of ideology; quite the contrary. But the ideology that is now in the ascendant, our own, liberalism, tends to be pacific. Moreover, I would argue that three post-Cold War developments have made major war even less likely than it was after 1945. One of these is the rise of democracy, for democracies, I believe, tend to be peaceful. Now carried to its most extreme conclusion, this eventuates in an argument made by some prominent political scientists that democracies never go to war with one another. I wouldn’t go that far. I don’t believe that this is a law of history, like a law of nature, because I believe there are no such laws of history. But I do believe there is something in it. I believe there is a peaceful tendency inherent in democracy.

No War

And, liberalism and a broad shift in attitude make major war unthinkable

Fettweis 2006
Christopher (Profess at the National Security Decision Making Department at US Naval War College) 2006 'A Revolution in International Relation Theory: Or, What If Mueller Is Right?,' International Studies Review

The obsolescence-of-major-war argument is familiar enough to need little introduction (Mueller 1989, 1995, 2004; see also Rosecrance 1986, 1999; Ray 1989; Kaysen 1990; Van Evera 1990–1991; Kegley 1993; Jervis 2002; Mandelbaum 2002). In its most basic and common form, the thesis holds that a broad shift in attitudes toward warfare has occurred within the most powerful states of the international system, virtually removing the possibility for the kind of war that pits the strongest states against each other. Major wars, fought by the most powerful members of the international system, are, in Michael Mandelbaum's (1998/1999:20) words, "somewhere between impossible and unlikely."  The argument is founded upon a traditional liberal faith in the possibility of moral progress within the society of great powers, which has created for the first time "an almost universal sense that the deliberate launching of a war can no longer be justified" (Ray 1989:425; also Luard 1986, 1989). To use Francis Fukayama's (1992) phrase, it is the "autonomous power of ideas" that has brought major war to an end. Whereas past leaders were at times compelled by the masses to use force in the defense of the national honor, today popular pressures urge peaceful resolutions to disputes between industrialized states. This normative shift has all but removed warfare from the set of options before policymakers, making it a highly unlikely outcome. Mueller (1989:11) has referred to the abolition of slavery and dueling as precedents. "Dueling, a form of violence famed and fabled for centuries, is avoided not merely because it has ceased to seem 'necessary,' but because it has sunk from thought as a viable, conscious possibility. You can't fight a duel if the idea of doing so never occurs to you or your opponent." By extension, states cannot fight wars if doing so does not occur to them or to their opponent. Major war has become, in Mueller's words, "sub-rationally unthinkable."

Nuclear war will not cause extinction – major portions of the world will be unaffected – nuclear winter is a myth

Brian Martin (Professor of Science Technology and Society at the University of Wollongon, International Director and President of the Whistleblowers, PhD in Theoretical Physics from the University of Sydney) Fall 1990 “Politics after a Nuclear Crisis”, Journal of Libertarian Studies,

Especially in the past several years, an enormous amount of attention has been given to the physical consequences of nuclear war, much of it emphasizing the possibility of global annihilation. The impression given is that once any sort of nuclear war occurs, there is really nothing further to consider. My argument here is simple. Whatever the likelihood that a major nuclear confrontation will result in total annihilation of the earth's population, a significant possibility remains that nuclear crisis or war will leave major portions of the world's population alive and, for the most part, unaffected physically. If this is the case, then it is worth considering post-crisis and post-war politics. Three types of scenarios are worth noting: nuclear crisis, limited nuclear war, and global nuclear war. First, nuclear crisis: It is possible to imagine the development of a major nuclear confrontation short of nuclear war. This might be an extended nuclear emergency, like the 1962 Cuban missile crisis, yet more serious and prolonged. It could lead to declarations of martial law and changes in political structures, as described below, that might well persist beyond the nuclear crisis itself. Second, limited nuclear war: A nuclear war does not have to be global in extent. Such a war might be limited geographically - for example, to the Middle East - or restricted to the exchange of a few tactical or strategic nuclear weapons. Many analysts argue that it would be difficult to keep a nuclear exchange limited, but these arguments remain to be tested: There is no evidence of actual nuclear wars to prove or disprove them. It is worth remembering that expert predictions concerning wars (for example, that World War I would be over quickly) have often been quite wrong. It is also possible to imagine a "successful" first strike, for example, using a few high-altitude explosions over a country to disable electronics through the electromagnetic pulse, thereby putting the enemy's command and control systems out of commission. However unlikely the success of such a tactic, it cannot be ruled out a priori. Third, global nuclear war: If a nuclear war does escalate to major exchanges, does that mean that near or actual human extinction is certain? The available evidence is by no means conclusive. Although since the 1950s many people have believed that nuclear war will inevitably lead to the death of most or all the people on earth, the scientific evidence to support this belief has been skimpy and uncertain. The only mechanism currently considered to create a potential threat to the survival of the human species is the global climatic effects of smoke and dust from nuclear explosions, commonly called nuclear winter.[2] Even here, some scientists believe the effects will be much more moderate than initially proclaimed.[3] My assessment is that global nuclear war, while containing the potential for exterminating much of the world's population, might kill "only" some hundreds of millions of people - an unprecedented disaster to be sure, but far short of global annihilation.

***NEG***

***HEG K/Militarism Good***
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The Affirmative’s criticism of American policy is dangerous – it contributes to isolationism and the eventual collapse of U.S. primacy

Kagan, 98
 (Robert, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and PhD in American History from American University, “The Benevolent Empire,” Foreign Policy. Summer, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=275 AFM)

Those contributing to the growing chorus of antihegemony and multipolarity may know they are playing a dangerous game, one that needs to be conducted with the utmost care, as French leaders did during the Cold War, lest the entire international system come crashing down around them. What they may not have adequately calculated, however, is the possibility that Americans will not respond as wisely as they generally did during the Cold War.  Americans and their leaders should not take all this sophisticated whining about U.S. hegemony too seriously. They certainly should not take it more seriously than the whiners themselves do. But, of course, Americans are taking it seriously. In the United States these days, the lugubrious guilt trip of post-Vietnam liberalism is echoed even by conservatives, with William Buckley, Samuel Huntington, and James Schlesinger all decrying American "hubris," "arrogance," and "imperialism." Clinton administration officials, in between speeches exalting America as the "indispensable" nation, increasingly behave as if what is truly indispensable is the prior approval of China, France, and Russia for every military action. Moreover, at another level, there is a stirring of neo-isolationism in America today, a mood that nicely complements the view among many Europeans that America is meddling too much in everyone else's business and taking too little time to mind its own. The existence of the Soviet Union disciplined Americans and made them see that their enlightened self-interest lay in a relatively generous foreign policy. Today, that discipline is no longer present. 
In other words, foreign grumbling about American hegemony would be merely amusing, were it not for the very real possibility that too many Americans will forget — even if most of the rest of the world does not — just how important continued American dominance is to the preservation of a reasonable level of international security and prosperity. World leaders may want to keep this in mind when they pop the champagne corks in celebration of the next American humbling.

Their intellectual arrogance will get us killed – the debating and whining needs to end so we can face realistic threats

Hanson, 3 (Victor Davis, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Professor Emeritus at California University, Fresno, Ph.D. from Stanford, “We Could Still Lose.” National Review Online. August 11. http://www.hoover.org/publications/digest/3050721.html.)

If one were to collate the news reports about the Mosul shootout, the lessons would be as follows: read two mass killers their Miranda rights; dodge their bullets when they shoot first; capture them alive; let Europeans cross-examine them in the Hague; lose no friendlies in the operation; do not disturb the residents next door; protect the Husseins’ victims from such oppressors (but without cracking their plaster); and in general remember that the entire scene will be filmed and then broadcast as Cops rather than as Hell Is for Heroes. I am not suggesting that we ignore the real dangers involved in ethnic profiling or discount the moral issues that arise from killing our enemy leaders and disseminating gross pictures of their corpses. And, of course, we should seek to distinguish Baathist culprits from ordinary Iraqis. My point is rather that, because we are products of an affluent and leisured West, we have a special burden to remember how tenuous and fragile civilization remains outside our suburbs. Most of us don’t fear much from the fatwa of a murderous mullah, and few have had our sisters shredded before our eyes in one of Uday’s brush chippers—much less ever seen chemical warfare trucks hosing down our block, in the same way that crop dusters fogged our backyards. Instead, we have the leisure to engage in utopian musing, assured that our economy, our unseen soldiers, or our system working on autopilot will always ensure us such prerogatives. And in the la-la land of Washington and New York, it is especially easy to forget that we are not even like our own soldiers in Iraq, now sleeping outside without toilets and air conditioners, eating dehydrated food, and trying to distinguish killers from innocents. What does all this mean? Western societies from ancient Athens to imperial Rome to the French republic rarely collapsed because of a shortage of resources or because foreign enemies proved too numerous or formidable in arms—even when those enemies were grim Macedonians or Germans. Rather, in times of peace and prosperity there arose an unreal view of the world beyond their borders, one that was the product of insularity brought about by success, and an intellectual arrogance that for some can be the unfortunate by-product of an enlightened society. I think we are indulging in this unreal hypercriticism—even apart from the election season antics of our politicians—because we are not being gassed or shot or even left hot or hungry. September 11 no longer evokes an image of incinerated firefighters, innocents leaping out of skyscrapers, or the stench of flesh and melted plastic but rather squabbles over architectural designs, lawsuits, snarling over John Ashcroft’s new statutes, or concerns about being too rude to the Arab street. Such smug dispensation—as profoundly amoral as it is—provides us, on the cheap and at a safe distance, with a sense of moral worth. Or perhaps censuring from the bleachers enables us to feel superior to those less fortunate who are still captive to their primordial appetites. We prefer to cringe at the thought that others like to see proof of their killers’ deaths, prefer to shoot rather than die capturing a mass murderer, and welcome a generic profile of those who wish to kill them en masse. We should take stock of this dangerous and growing mind-set—and remember that wealthy, sophisticated societies like our own are rarely overrun. They simply implode—whining and debating to the end, even as they pass away. 
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The aff may be a good idea in the abstract but their wishful thinking is suicide. We must use our power to prevent dangers

Sowell, 06 ( Thomas, senior fellow at Stanford University’s Hoover Institution, “Serious or Suicidal”, Jewish World Review,  http://www.jewishworldreview.com/cols/sowell010306.asp)

Just last year, before the American election, Osama bin Laden warned that those places that voted for the re-election of the President would become targets of terrorist retribution. We could ignore him then. But neither we, nor our children, nor our children's children will ever be able to ignore him again if he gets nuclear weapons from a nuclear Iran. We will live at his mercy — of which he has none — if he can wipe out New York or Chicago if we do not knuckle under to his demands, however outrageous those demands might be. We will truly have passed the point of no return. What will future generations think of us, that we drifted on past the warning signs, preoccupied with library records and with giving foreign terrorists the same legal rights as American citizens? We could deter the nuclear power of the Soviet Union with our own nuclear power. But you cannot deter suicidal terrorists. You can only kill them or stop them from getting what they need to kill you. We are killing them in Iraq, though our media seem wholly uninterested in that part of the story, just as they seem uninterested in the fact that the fate of Western civilization may be at stake just across the border in Iran. Of course they would like us to prevent Iran from going nuclear — if it can be done nicely by diplomacy, with the approval of the U.N., and in ways that do not offend "world opinion." It is as if we were on the Niagara River and wanted to go ashore before it was too late, but did not want to turn on the motors for fear of disturbing the neighbors with excessive noise. But at that point, the choice is between being serious or being suicidal. That is where we are internationally today. Many years ago, there was a book with the title "The Suicide of the West." It may have been ahead of its time. The squeamishness, indecision, and wishful thinking of the West are its greatest dangers because the West has the power to destroy any other danger. But it does not have the will. Partly this is because most of our Western allies have been sheltered from the brutal realities of the international jungle for more than half a century under the American nuclear umbrella. People insulated from dangers for generations can indulge themselves in the illusion that there are no dangers — as much of Western Europe has. This is part of the "world opinion" that makes us hesitant to take any decisive action to prevent a nightmare scenario of nuclear weapons in the hands of hate-filled fanatics. Do not look for Europe to support any decisive action against Iran. But look for much of their intelligentsia, and much of our own intelligentsia as well, to be alert for any opportunity to wax morally superior if we do act. They will be able to think of all sorts of nicer alternatives to taking out Iran's nuclear development sites. They will be able to come up with all sorts of abstract arguments and moral equivalence, such as: Other countries have nuclear weapons. Why not Iran? Debating abstract questions is much easier than confronting concrete and often brutal alterna(tives. The big question is whether we are serious or suicidal. 

The result is wars around globe

Rosen,03 (Stephen Peter Rosen, Beton Michael Kaneb Professor of National Security and Military Affairs at Harvard University, The National Interest. “An Empire, if You Can Keep It.” March 22. http://www.encyclopedia.com/doc/1G1-99377575.html)

Rather than wrestle with such difficult and unpleasant problems, the United States could give up the imperial mission, or pretensions to it, now. This would essentially mean the withdrawal of all U.S. forces from the Middle East, Europe and mainland Asia. It may be that all other peoples, without significant exception, will then turn to their own affairs and leave the United States alone. But those who are hostile to us might remain hostile, and be much less afraid of the United States after such a withdrawal. Current friends would feel less secure and, in the most probable post-imperial world, would revert to the logic of self-help in which all states do what they must to protect themselves. This would imply the relatively rapid acquisition of weapons of mass destruction by Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, Iran, Iraq and perhaps Algeria, Saudi Arabia, Malaysia, Indonesia and others. Constraints on the acquisition of biological weapons would be even weaker than they are today. Major regional arms races would also be very likely throughout Asia and the Middle East. This would not be a pleasant world for Americans, or anyone else. It is difficult to guess what the costs of such a world would be to the United States. They would probably not put the end of the United States in prospect, but they would not be small. If the logic of American empire is unappealing, it is not at all clear that the alternatives are that much more attractive. 
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The alternative is to vote negative to align yourself with American hegemony the rhetoric of support is critical to preserving international stability.
Kristol & Kagan, 96
 (William Kristol – visiting professor in government at Harvard University and Robert Kagan – senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and PhD in American History, “Toward a Neo-Reganite Foreign Policy,” Foreign Affairs. July/August, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=276)

TWENTY YEARS later, it is time once again to challenge an indifferent America and a confused American conservatism. Today's lukewarm consensus about America's reduced role in a post-Cold War world is wrong. Conservatives should not accede to it; it is bad for the country and, incidentally, bad for conservatism. Conservatives will not be able to govern America over the long term if they fail to offer a more elevated vision of America's international role. What should that role be? Benevolent global hegemony. Having defeated the "evil empire," the United States enjoys strategic and ideological predominance. The first objective of U.S. foreign policy should be to preserve and enhance that predominance by strengthening America's security, supporting its friends, advancing its interests, and standing up for its principles around the world. The aspiration to benevolent hegemony might strike some as either hubristic or morally suspect. But a hegemon is nothing more or less than a leader with preponderant influence and authority over all others in its domain. That is America's position in the world today. The leaders of Russia and China understand this. At their April summit meeting, Boris Yeltsin and Jiang Zemin joined in denouncing "hegemonism" in the post-Cold War world. They meant this as a complaint about the United States. It should be taken as a compliment and a guide to action. Consider the events of just the past six months, a period that few observers would consider remarkable for its drama on the world stage. In East Asia, the carrier task forces of the U.S. Seventh Fleet helped deter Chinese aggression against democratic Taiwan, and the 35,000 American troops stationed in South Korea helped deter a possible invasion by the rulers in Pyongyang. In Europe, the United States sent 20,000 ground troops to implement a peace agreement in the former Yugoslavia, maintained 100,000 in Western Europe as a symbolic commitment to European stability and security, and intervened diplomatically to prevent the escalation of a conflict between Greece and Turkey. In the Middle East, the United States maintained the deployment of thousands of soldiers and a strong naval presence in the Persian Gulf region to deter possible aggression by Saddam Hussein's Iraq or the Islamic fundamentalist regime in Iran, and it mediated in the conflict between Israel and Syria in Lebanon. In the Western Hemisphere, the United States completed the withdrawal of 15,000 soldiers after restoring a semblance of democratic government in Haiti and, almost without public notice, prevented a military coup in Paraguay. In Africa, a U.S. expeditionary force rescued Americans and others trapped in the Liberian civil conflict. These were just the most visible American actions of the past six months, and just those of a military or diplomatic nature. During the same period, the United States made a thousand decisions in international economic forums, both as a government and as an amalgam of large corporations and individual entrepreneurs, that shaped the lives and fortunes of billions around the globe. America influenced both the external and internal behavior of other countries through the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank. Through the United Nations, it maintained sanctions on rogue states such as Libya, Iran, and Iraq. Through aid programs, the United States tried to shore up friendly democratic regimes in developing nations. The enormous web of the global economic system, with the United States at the center, combined with the pervasive influence of American ideas and culture, allowed Americans to wield influence in many other ways of which they were entirely unconscious. The simple truth of this era was stated last year by a Serb leader trying to explain Slobodan Milosevic's decision to finally seek rapprochement with Washington. "As a pragmatist," the Serbian politician said, "Milosevic knows that all satellites of the United States are in a better position than those that are not satellites." And America's allies are in a better position than those who are not its allies. Most of the world's major powers welcome U.S. global involvement and prefer America's benevolent hegemony to the alternatives. Instead of having to compete for dominant global influence with many other powers, therefore, the United States finds both the Europeans and the Japanese -- after the United States, the two most powerful forces in the world -- supportive of its world leadership role. Those who anticipated the dissolution of these alliances once the common threat of the Soviet Union disappeared have been proved wrong. The principal concern of America's allies these days is not that it will be too dominant but that it will withdraw. Somehow most Americans have failed to notice that they have never had it so good. They have never lived in a world more conducive to their fundamental interests in a liberal international order, the spread of freedom and democratic governance, an international economic system of free-market capitalism and free trade, and the security of Americans not only to live within their own borders but to travel and do business safely and without encumbrance almost anywhere in the world. Americans have taken these remarkable benefits of the post-Cold War era for granted, partly because it has all seemed so easy. Despite misguided warnings of imperial overstretch, the United States has so far exercised its hegemony without any noticeable strain, and it has done so despite the fact that Americans appear to be in a more insular mood than at any time since before the Second World War. The events of the last six months have excited no particular interest among Americans and, indeed, seem to have been regarded with the same routine indifference as breathing and eating. And that is the problem. The most difficult thing to preserve is that which does not appear to need preserving. The dominant strategic and ideological position the United States now enjoys is the product of foreign policies and defense strategies that are no longer being pursued. Americans have come to take the fruits of their hegemonic power for granted. During the Cold War, the strategies of deterrence and containment worked so well in checking the ambitions of America's adversaries that many American liberals denied that our adversaries had ambitions or even, for that matter, that America had adversaries. Today the lack of a visible threat to U.S. vital interests or to world peace has tempted Americans to absentmindedly dismantle the material and spiritual foundations on which their national well-being has been based. They do not notice that potential challengers are deterred before even contemplating confrontation by their overwhelming power and influence. The ubiquitous post-Cold War question -- where is the threat? -- is thus misconceived. In a world in which peace and American security depend on American power and the will to use it, the main threat the United States faces now and in the future is its own weakness. American hegemony is the only reliable defense against a breakdown of peace and international order. The appropriate goal of American foreign policy, therefore, is to preserve that hegemony as far into the future as possible. To achieve this goal, the United States needs a neo-Reaganite foreign policy of military supremacy and moral confidence.

Link—Criticism Heg
Criticizing US imperialism focuses only on the bad – undermining U.S faith in its operations

Hanson, 3
 (Victor Davis, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Professor Emeritus at California University, Fresno, Ph.D. from Stanford,  “Loyalty, How Quaint.” National Review Online. Novem.ber 24. http://www.victorhanson.com/articles/hanson112403v55iss.html)

Critical to this cynicism is the reductio ad absurdum, where the extreme and rare case is cited first, not last-and as the primary, not the last-resort, reason to deprecate loyalty: "How can I support a country that promotes racism? A military that bombs children? A president that was not really elected?" And when deliberately targeting civilians in a time of peace is simplistically equated to injuring civilians while bombing enemy soldiers during war-death being the common denominator that trumps all considerations of circumstance, chance, intent, and result-how can I pledge my support to America in Afghanistan? The relativist further proclaims "Not in my name" to armed defense, but still expects that same government to ensure that hijacked airliners do not vaporize him at work. Yet loyalty demands confidence in some ability of the state to determine right and wrong, which is then the fountainhead for requisite action under difficult circumstances. It is always easier to slur unabashed loyalists as unthinking Neanderthals (conjuring up Vietnam-era slogans like "My country right or wrong") than to identify those who are sophisticated and disloyal as simple traitors. Historical revision has done its part as well in destroying the old virtue of national loyalty. If we teach our youth that World War II was mostly the Japanese internment camps (never mentioning the context of a liberal governor and president, hand-in-glove, panicking amid wartime hysteria) and Hiroshima (always apart from the fear of a blood-bath when hitting the shores of the Japanese mainland)-while ignoring the Rape of Nanking, Guadalcanal, or MacArthur's postbellum creation of a liberal Japanese society-then how can the citizen look to the past to galvanize his confidence in the present? Yet to the classical mind it was never a question of whether an Athenian or Roman was free from error. Rather the only rub was whether his country was at least better than the alternative. For example, how often do American schools really discuss the debate over women's rights or integrating the military after World War II in the context of how much worse the world outside the United States was at the time? Do we remind our students of the horrendous and bloody landscape between 1930 and 1950 beyond our shores-the mass murdering of races and religions in fascist Europe and Japan, the millions butchered in the Soviet Union and China, the tribal butchery and mayhem in Africa and India, and the iron-clad rule of dictators in Latin America? If one is taught, instead, that the United States has been the prime historical nexus of gender, race, and class pathology, then why should one feel any loyalty to it in the here and now? Finally, the most recent manifestation of internationalism has done its part to contribute to the demise of loyalty and patriotism. This idea of being a citizen not of the United States but "of the world" is, of course, age-old in the West-a common enough, even trite, line from Socrates to Kant. But recent developments have elevated the concept from philosophical speculation to a common tenet of our growing therapeutic culture, as unquestioned as UNICEF cards, Nobel Peace Prize-winning opportunists, and cuddly banalities from a Kofi Annan.

Link—Criticising Heg

America is at risk of hegemonic decline – resolve is critical to maintaining supremacy

Kaplan 2007

 (Robert D. Kaplan, national correspondent of The Atlantic Monthly, The American Interest. “On Forgetting the Obvious,” July-August, vol. 2, no. 6, www.the-american-interest.com/ai2/article.cfm?Id=36&MId=2 AFM)

Indeed, the political-military map of Eurasia—one third of the earth's landmass—is changing radically. Europe is decreasingly a serious military power. Its own peoples see their respective militaries not as defenders of their homelands, but as civil servants in uniforms. A revitalized, more expeditionary NATO might mitigate this situation, but the overall trend will more likely see Europe devote itself to peacekeeping and disaster-response roles. While Europe slowly recedes as a military factor, a chain of Asian countries—Israel, Syria, Iran, Pakistan, India, China and North Korea, to name a few—have assembled nuclear or chemical stockpiles, aided by ballistic missile delivery systems in more and more cases. The key element in judging the future of national militaries, however, will not be their order of battle or their weaponry. It will be the civilian-military relationship in each particular country. As we have seen, the rise of non-Western militaries will be sustained by the rise of non-Western nationalisms and beliefs. As for the West, it is divided. European civilians take little pride in their standing armies; in America, however, civilians still do. Iraq, in this respect, has not been like Vietnam. While Americans may have turned against the Iraq war, they have not turned against the troops there. If anything, in recent years, they have grown more appreciative of them. The upshot is that America has a first-class, professional military that is respected even if it is not reflective of society. But to see that America's circumstances are not as bad as those of the European Union is not the point. The point is to remember what we have forgotten. A military will not continue to fight and fight well for a society that could be losing faith in itself, even if that society doffs its cap now and again to its warrior class. One man who has not forgotten is Air Force Colonel Robert Wheeler, a combat pilot I met with his B-2 squadron on Guam. Wheeler exemplifies the modern American officer: a Midwesterner with an engineering degree from the University of Wisconsin and post-graduate degrees, including a master of arts in strategic studies from the Naval War College. Wheeler, who has participated in several wars over the course of three administrations and also served as senior adviser to the U.S. Mission for the Vienna-based Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe, put the matter like this: "Decadence" is the essential condition of "a society which believes it has evolved to the point where it will never have to go to war." By eliminating war as a possibility, "it has nothing left to fight and sacrifice for, and thus no longer wants to make a difference." It is in precisely such a situation that historical memory becomes lost, and forgetfulness obscures the obvious. When pleasure and convenience become values in and of themselves, false ends displace necessary means. It is as Sun-Tzu and Clausewitz said: While a good society should certainly never want to go to war, it must always be prepared to do so. But a society will not fight for what it believes, if all it believes is that it should never have to fight. The United States is still far from being a decadent country. And you cannot blame the American public from becoming disenchanted with a war that has gone on for so long and been so badly handled. The question is, in what direction—relative to our current and future adversaries—are we headed? Argue the question as we may, one thing is clear: We're fated to find out. 

Intervention Good—Terror/Violence
AMERICAN INTERVENTION IS GOOD–IT IS THE ONLY WAY TO SOLVE TERRORISM, ESCALATION, AND GREATER VIOLENCE

BOOT 2002 
(Max, Editorial Editor of the Wall Street Journal and Author, Hoover Digest 3,  http://www.hooverdigest.org/023/boot.html)

America’s strategic situation today presents more opportunities than ever before for such entanglements. Since the fall of the Berlin Wall, America has stood head and shoulders (and also probably torso) above all other nations, possessor of the world’s richest economy and its most potent military. In many ways the chaotic post–Cold War environment resembles that of the post-Napoleonic world, with the United States thrust willy-nilly into Britain’s old role as globocop. Of course, unlike nineteenth-century Britain, twenty-first-century America does not preside over a formal empire. Its “empire” consists not of far-flung territorial possessions but of a family of democratic, capitalist nations that eagerly seek shelter under Uncle Sam’s umbrella. The inner core of the American empire—North America, Western Europe, Northeast Asia—remains for the most part stable and prosperous, but violence and unrest lap at the periphery—in Africa, the Middle East, the Balkans, Central Asia, and other regions teeming with failed states, criminal states, or simply a state of nature. This is where America has found itself getting involved in its recent small wars and no doubt will again in the future. When it exercised a lesser degree of international hegemony, Britain battled the “enemies of all mankind,” such as pirates and slavers, and took upon itself the responsibility of keeping the world’s oceans and seas open to navigation. Today America faces equivalent tasks—battling terrorists, ethnic cleansers, narco-traffickers, and weapons proliferaters and ensuring open access not only to the oceans but to the skies and space as well. That does not mean that the armed services should be redirected exclusively toward a constabulary role. This would be as misguided as not preparing for such missions at all. Although no major-power threat confronts America at the dawn of the twenty-first century, the odds are that one will emerge in the years ahead; one always has. In the meantime, however, the military cannot simply turn its back on “peace” operations that hold out the promise of resolving small problems before they fester into major crises. We can only wonder what might have happened if, after having driven out the Soviets in the early 1990s, the United States had remained behind to build up Afghanistan into a viable state. It might not have become the home of the Taliban and Al Qaeda—and the World Trade Center might still be standing. In the Balkans there is a good deal of evidence to suggest that the involvement of NATO troops has stopped Bosnia and Kosovo from turning into mini-Afghanistans in the heart of Europe. This shows the great benefits that can come from relatively small expenditures of military power. Of course there are costs too, as we saw in Beirut in 1983 and in Somalia in 1993. Small wars are never going to be glorious or easy. But history indicates that they’re inevitable. So the armed forces had better be ready. If the past is any indication of the future, we have a lot more savage wars ahead.

Imperialism Good—War/Econ

AMERICAN IMPERIALISM IS GOOD–IT PREVENTS SEVERAL SCENARIOS FOR WAR AND ECONOMIC COLLAPSE

BOOT 2006 (Max, Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, Weekly Standard, 4-10)

The value of The Case for Goliath does not lie in its central conceit--the United States as the world's government--but in the arguments Mandelbaum advances for why American power serves the interests of other countries. The case he makes is not particularly novel (William Odom and Robert Dujarric made similar points in their 2004 book, America's Inadvertent Empire), but it bears repeating at a time when the publishing industry is churning out reams of paranoid tomes with titles like Rogue Nation, The Sorrows of Empire, and The New American Militarism. Mandelbaum begins by listing five security benefits the United States offers the world. First, the continuing deployment of American troops in Europe is a reassurance that "no sudden shifts in Europe's security arrangements would occur." Second, the United States has "reduced the demand for nuclear weapons, and the number of nuclear-armed countries, to levels considerably below what they otherwise have reached," both by attempting to stop rogue states from acquiring nukes and by providing nuclear protection to countries such as Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan that would otherwise go nuclear. Third, the United States has fought terrorists across the world and waged preventive war in Iraq to remove the threat posed by Saddam Hussein. Fourth, the United States has undertaken humanitarian interventions in such places as Bosnia and Kosovo, which Mandelbaum likens to the "practice, increasingly common in Western countries, of removing children from the custody of parents who are abusing them." Fifth, the United States has attempted to create "the apparatus of a working, effective, decent government" in such dysfunctional places as Haiti and Afghanistan. Mandelbaum also points to five economic benefits of American power. First, the United States provides the security essential for international commerce by, for instance, policing Atlantic and Pacific shipping lanes. Second, the United States safeguards the extraction and export of Middle Eastern oil, the lifeblood of the global economy. Third, in the monetary realm, the United States has made the dollar "the world's 'reserve' currency" and supplied loans to "governments in the throes of currency crises." Fourth, the United States has pushed for the expansion of international trade by midwifing the World Trade Organization, the North American Free Trade Agreement, and other instruments of liberalization. And fifth, by providing a ready market for goods exported by such countries as China and Japan, the United States "became the indispensable supplier of demand to the world." Naturally, the United States gets scant thanks for all these services provided gratis. But Mandelbaum points out that, for all their griping, other countries have not pooled "their resources to confront the enormous power of the United States because, unlike the supremely powerful countries of the past, the United States [does] not threaten them." Instead, the United States actually helps other nations achieve shared goals such as democracy, peace, and prosperity. Call it what you will, America is still the greatest force for good in the world, as it has been since 1942. That may seem obvious, but there is no truth so basic that it cannot be denied by most intellectuals. With his refreshing willingness to defend the much-reviled "goliath," Mandelbaum is a welcome dissenter from the regnant orthodoxy in his own field.

Impact—Regional Wars
OCCASIONAL IMPERIAL WARS ARE NECESSARY TO MAINTAIN OVERALL AMERICAN POWER AND DETER REGIONAL WARS IN GENERAL

ALSACE 2003 (Juan, U.S. Consul General in Barcelona, Parameters, Autumn)

The US ability to bend wills derives from several key elements, but perhaps the most important is the ubiquity of its presence worldwide, with “military bases, or base rights, in some 40 countries—giving it the same global muscle it would enjoy if it ruled those countries directly.”20 The US footprint is innocuous in most cases (often treaty rights without a physical presence, except as needed), allowing for a light touch that minimizes local resentments. Next, the United States projects power and imperial influence through its Special Forces and intelligence capabilities. Since 9/11, the United States has quietly dispersed such forces worldwide, moving “deeply into the governments, intelligence agencies, and security apparatus of many countries . . . [with] small numbers of US forces ‘advising’ (i.e., commanding) native forces, . . . in effect usurping sovereignty.”21 The use of proxies is a time-honored tradition of empire: Bacevich devotes an entire chapter of his book American Empire to comparing US proxies fighting, inter alia, in Afghanistan, to the British employing Gurkhas during the time of the Raj. When Australian Prime Minister John Howard asserted his own nation’s right to strike preemptively (following the 12 October 2002 terror attacks in Bali), his alarmed Asian neighbors accused him of playing America’s “deputy sheriff” in Southeast Asia.22 A rapid response capability, intelligence/information dominance, proxies, and air and naval power are all evolving components of American imperial power projection. That said, “lesson one in the Roman handbook for imperial success would be a realization that it is not enough to have great military strength; the rest of the world must know that strength—and fear it.”23 The war on terror, as the Administration has oft-noted, is being fought in the shadows, as it should be. But the war against Iraq has been front-page news for nearly all of 2003, dominating the world’s consciousness, underscoring the reality of American suzerainty. The willingness on the part of the United States to use credible and massive force against Saddam Hussein, as The Washington Post speculated on 13 April 2003, did more than topple a dictator: it served notice in Pyongyang, Tehran, and Damascus that Washington will remove those who threaten US interests.24 That action is truly an exercise of imperial power, a “demonstration that the empire cannot be challenged with impunity.”25

Impact—Solves War

AMERICAN POWER SOLVES GREAT POWER WARS BY DETERRING AGGRESSION, STOPPING RESOURCE WARS, AND PUNISHING HOSTILE STATES

PIETRZYK 2001
(Mark, instructor in political science at Benedictine University in Lisle, International Journal of world peace, September 1)

However, while great powers tend to be war-prone, there are times in history when the configuration of great powers in the international system is such that a long period of international peace is made possible. Discussed earlier, the wide variance in power among states in international society creates the possibility of a hierarchical order in international politics. When a single state is clearly the most powerful state in the international system, or there is a tightly bound group of great powers (a collective hegemony, such as the post 1815 Concert of Europe), a high degree of governance of the international system is possible, and international politics is characterized by stability and peace. The existence of hegemony in the international system is not quite equivalent to the monopoly of force possessed by an actual government in domestic politics, but it is an approximation. Historically, it is rare for great powers to have such a high degree of cooperation as to make a collective hegemony possible. In fact, great powers usually compete for higher status in the global hierarchy through war and threats of war. It is usually only when one state is clearly predominant over the rest that a stable hegemonic system is established, as under the nineteenth century Pax Britannica. As long as a hegemon maintains a preponderance of power, other states are inclined to accept its leadership (though much also depends on the hegemon's legitimacy), since challenging a hegemon can be a high-risk project. However, historical change dictates shifts in power preponderance over time. Other states begin to rise in power, due to uneven rates of economic growth and technological advance, and the hegemon declines, relatively or absolutely. When a rising power or powers sees an opportunity to challenge and displace an existing hegemon, the risk of war is high. Thus, when British hegemony declined in the face of the rising challenge from Germany, the stage was set for the First World War. In international society, an established hegemony helps the cause of international peace in a number of ways. First, a hegemon deters renewed military competition and provides general security through its preponderant power. Second, a hegemon can, if it chooses, strengthen international norms of conduct by punishing violators. Third, a hegemon's economic power serves as the basis of a global lending system and free trade regime, providing economic incentives for states to cooperate and forego wars for resources and markets. Such was the nature of British hegemony in the nineteenth century, hence the term Pax Britannica. After World War Two, the U.S. performed the roles Britain once played, though with an even greater preponderance of power. (*) Thus, much of the peace between democracies after World War Two can be explained by the fact that the political-military hegemony of the United States has helped to create a security structure in Europe and the Pacific conducive to peaceful interaction. (25) 

Impacts—Solves Everything
THE UNITED STATES SHOULD JUST CRUSH THREATS TO ITS EMPIRE–ANY BACKLASH WILL BE PATHETIC RELATIVE TO OVERWHELMING U.S. POWER

ALSACE 2003

 (Juan, U.S. Consul General in Barcelona, Parameters, Autumn)

The absence of great power rivals provides little comfort, however. In their place, “a viper’s nest of perils . . . that run the gamut from terror and international organized crime to rogue states and genocidal violence fueled by ethnic hatred” challenges the established order.31 Professor John Keegan recommends that, in response, “the great work of disarming tribes, sects, warlords, and criminals—a principal achievement of monarchs in the 17th century and empires in the 19th” be revived today.32 Combating forces that have typically nibbled at the edges of empire has heretofore “been trivialized as hovering somehow beneath the dignity of serious strategists and military planners.”33 The physical scars of 9/11—as well as its lingering economic aftershocks—make clear that the United States can no longer afford the luxury of that conceit. Still and all, militarily engaging the Lilliputians might be the easiest element of a complex problem. Even in their most terrible forms, transnational terrorism, rogue states, and international crime are dwarfed by American power. The counterstrikes the United States can expect from al Qaeda, the narco-traffickers, and the disaffected will be as pinpricks in the flanks of empire. It is crucial that US responses, while firm, be measured against other interests. The danger ultimately lies not so much in what others do, but in what the United States does or does not.

Impact—Militarism Good
 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1HARDLINE MILITARISM IS GOOD–THEIR STRATEGY AMOUNTS TO SIMPLE APPEASEMENT THAT GUARANTEES MORE SUFFERING AND DEATH

HANSON 2004
(Victor Davis, Professor of Classical Studies at CSU Fresno, City Journal, Spring, http://www.city-journal.org/html/14_2_the_fruits.html)

The twentieth century should have taught the citizens of liberal democracies the catastrophic consequences of placating tyrants. British and French restraint over the occupation of the Rhineland, the Anschluss, the absorption of the Czech Sudetenland, and the incorporation of Bohemia and Moravia did not win gratitude but rather Hitler’s contempt for their weakness. Fifty million dead, the Holocaust, and the near destruction of European civilization were the wages of “appeasement”—a term that early-1930s liberals proudly embraced as far more enlightened than the old idea of “deterrence” and “military readiness.” So too did Western excuses for the Russians’ violation of guarantees of free elections in postwar Eastern Europe, China, and Southeast Asia only embolden the Soviet Union. What eventually contained Stalinism was the Truman Doctrine, NATO, and nuclear deterrence—not the United Nations—and what destroyed its legacy was Ronald Reagan’s assertiveness, not Jimmy Carter’s accommodation or Richard Nixon’s détente. As long ago as the fourth century b.c., Demosthenes warned how complacency and self-delusion among an affluent and free Athenian people allowed a Macedonian thug like Philip II to end some four centuries of Greek liberty—and in a mere 20 years of creeping aggrandizement down the Greek peninsula. Thereafter, these historical lessons should have been clear to citizens of any liberal society: we must neither presume that comfort and security are our birthrights and are guaranteed without constant sacrifice and vigilance, nor expect that peoples outside the purview of bourgeois liberalism share our commitment to reason, tolerance, and enlightened self-interest. Most important, military deterrence and the willingness to use force against evil in its infancy usually end up, in the terrible arithmetic of war, saving more lives than they cost. All this can be a hard lesson to relearn each generation, especially now that we contend with the sirens of the mall, Oprah, and latte. Our affluence and leisure are as antithetical to the use of force as rural life and relative poverty once were catalysts for muscular action. The age-old lure of appeasement—perhaps they will cease with this latest concession, perhaps we provoked our enemies, perhaps demonstrations of our future good intentions will win their approval—was never more evident than in the recent Spanish elections, when an affluent European electorate, reeling from the horrific terrorist attack of 3/11, swept from power the pro-U.S. center-right government on the grounds that the mass murders were more the fault of the United States for dragging Spain into the effort to remove fascists and implant democracy in Iraq than of the primordial al-Qaidist culprits, who long ago promised the Western and Christian Iberians ruin for the Crusades and the Reconquista.

Impact—Hegemony 

U.S.withdrawal would leave behind a power vacuum, spurring terrorism, economic turmoil and multiple nuclear wars.

Niall Ferguson, July/August 2004 “A World Without Power,” FOREIGN POLICY Issue 143

So what is left? Waning empires. Religious revivals. Incipient anarchy. A coming retreat into fortified cities. These are the Dark Age experiences that a world without a hyperpower might quickly find itself reliving. The trouble is, of course, that this Dark Age would be an altogether more dangerous one than the Dark Age of the ninth century. For the world is much more populous-roughly 20 times more--so friction between the world's disparate "tribes" is bound to be more frequent. Technology has transformed production; now human societies depend not merely on freshwater and the harvest but also on supplies of fossil fuels that are known to be finite. Technology has upgraded destruction, too, so it is now possible not just to sack a city but to obliterate it. For more than two decades, globalization--the integration of world markets for commodities, labor, and capital--has raised living standards throughout the world, except where countries have shut themselves off from the process through tyranny or civil war. The reversal of globalization--which a new Dark Age would produce--would certainly lead to economic stagnation and even depression. As the United States sought to protect itself after a second September 11 devastates, say, Houston or Chicago, it would inevitably become a less open society, less hospitable for foreigners seeking to work, visit, or do business. Meanwhile, as Europe's Muslim enclaves grew, Islamist extremists' infiltration of the EU would become irreversible, increasing trans-Atlantic tensions over the Middle East to the breaking point. An economic meltdown in China would plunge the Communist system into crisis, unleashing the centrifugal forces that undermined previous Chinese empires. Western investors would lose out and conclude that lower returns at home are preferable to the risks of default abroad. The worst effects of the new Dark Age would be felt on the edges of the waning great powers. The wealthiest ports of the global economy--from New York to Rotterdam to Shanghai--would become the targets of plunderers and pirates. With ease, terrorists could disrupt the freedom of the seas, targeting oil tankers, aircraft carriers, and cruise liners, while Western nations frantically concentrated on making their airports secure. Meanwhile, limited nuclear wars could devastate numerous regions, beginning in the Korean peninsula and Kashmir, perhaps ending catastrophically in the Middle East. In Latin America, wretchedly poor citizens would seek solace in Evangelical Christianity imported by U.S. religious orders. In Africa, the great plagues of aids and malaria would continue their deadly work. The few remaining solvent airlines would simply suspend services to many cities in these continents; who would wish to leave their privately guarded safe havens to go there? For all these reasons, the prospect of an apolar world should frighten us today a great deal more than it frightened the heirs of Charlemagne. If the United States retreats from global hegemony--its fragile self-image dented by minor setbacks on the imperial frontier--its critics at home and abroad must not pretend that they are ushering in a new era of multipolar harmony, or even a return to the good old balance of power. Be careful what you wish for. The alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be apolarity--a global vacuum of power. And far more dangerous forces than rival great powers would benefit from such a not-so-new world disorder. 

AT: PERM

The perm only focuses on the bad and at best undermines faith in American power which our 1nc evidence kagan evidence says leads to a collapse of power.

Hanson, 3 (Victor Davis, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Professor Emeritus at California University, Fresno, Ph.D. from Stanford,  “Loyalty, How Quaint.” National Review Online. Novem.ber 24. http://www.victorhanson.com/articles/hanson112403v55iss.html)

Critical to this cynicism is the reductio ad absurdum, where the extreme and rare case is cited first, not last-and as the primary, not the last-resort, reason to deprecate loyalty: "How can I support a country that promotes racism? A military that bombs children? A president that was not really elected?" And when deliberately targeting civilians in a time of peace is simplistically equated to injuring civilians while bombing enemy soldiers during war-death being the common denominator that trumps all considerations of circumstance, chance, intent, and result-how can I pledge my support to America in Afghanistan? The relativist further proclaims "Not in my name" to armed defense, but still expects that same government to ensure that hijacked airliners do not vaporize him at work. Yet loyalty demands confidence in some ability of the state to determine right and wrong, which is then the fountainhead for requisite action under difficult circumstances. It is always easier to slur unabashed loyalists as unthinking Neanderthals (conjuring up Vietnam-era slogans like "My country right or wrong") than to identify those who are sophisticated and disloyal as simple traitors. Historical revision has done its part as well in destroying the old virtue of national loyalty. If we teach our youth that World War II was mostly the Japanese internment camps (never mentioning the context of a liberal governor and president, hand-in-glove, panicking amid wartime hysteria) and Hiroshima (always apart from the fear of a blood-bath when hitting the shores of the Japanese mainland)-while ignoring the Rape of Nanking, Guadalcanal, or MacArthur's postbellum creation of a liberal Japanese society-then how can the citizen look to the past to galvanize his confidence in the present? Yet to the classical mind it was never a question of whether an Athenian or Roman was free from error. Rather the only rub was whether his country was at least better than the alternative. For example, how often do American schools really discuss the debate over women's rights or integrating the military after World War II in the context of how much worse the world outside the United States was at the time? Do we remind our students of the horrendous and bloody landscape between 1930 and 1950 beyond our shores-the mass murdering of races and religions in fascist Europe and Japan, the millions butchered in the Soviet Union and China, the tribal butchery and mayhem in Africa and India, and the iron-clad rule of dictators in Latin America? If one is taught, instead, that the United States has been the prime historical nexus of gender, race, and class pathology, then why should one feel any loyalty to it in the here and now? Finally, the most recent manifestation of internationalism has done its part to contribute to the demise of loyalty and patriotism. This idea of being a citizen not of the United States but "of the world" is, of course, age-old in the West-a common enough, even trite, line from Socrates to Kant. But recent developments have elevated the concept from philosophical speculation to a common tenet of our growing therapeutic culture, as unquestioned as UNICEF cards, Nobel Peace Prize-winning opportunists, and cuddly banalities from a Kofi Annan.

Militarism Inevitable 
Internal conditions provide alt cause to solving militarism

Encyclopedia of the New American Nation, no date given ( “Militarism - The cold war and after”, http://www.americanforeignrelations.com/E-N/Militarism-The-cold-war-and-after.html)

 Many conditions acceptable for achieving victory during World War II have been denounced as militarism in the postwar era. Believing that the war was essential for the achievement of legitimate national goals, most Americans accepted industrial mobilization, strong and sometimes secretive executive leadership, large armed forces, large military budgets, and the use of whatever weapons were available. From the beginning of the Cold War, however, there have been many dissenters who doubt any international danger and question the military and foreign policies designed to counter communist aggression.

Probably the most cited example of militarism in American life is the military-industrial complex—an alliance between the military establishment and the companies supplying weapons and matériel used by the armed forces. The relationship was not new during World War II, but huge postwar defense budgets and the great dependence of some companies on government orders brought lobbying activities to new heights and saw substantial increases in the number of former military men on corporation payrolls. Add to this intellectual, political, labor, and geographic interests in various research projects or companies whose operations represented thousands of jobs, and there emerges a vast constituency to influence defense decisions. Defense spending for research and development also has had great impact on the nation's universities. The historian Stuart W. Leslie has described how large contracts from the military have influenced academic scientific research and maintained or established new laboratories under university management. The science and engineering departments did the research, consulted, and trained the graduates for work that was in demand by the defense establishment with the result, as Leslie says, that the military was establishing the scientific priorities.

***MILITARISM***

MILITARISM GOOD

Hardline militarism is good-their strategy will guarantee more suffering and death

HANSON 2004 
(Victor Davis, Professor of Classical Studies at CSU Fresno, City Journal, Spring, http://www.city-journal.org/html/14_2_the_fruits.html)

The twentieth century should have taught the citizens of liberal democracies the catastrophic consequences of placating tyrants. British and French restraint over the occupation of the Rhineland, the Anschluss, the absorption of the Czech Sudetenland, and the incorporation of Bohemia and Moravia did not win gratitude but rather Hitler’s contempt for their weakness. Fifty million dead, the Holocaust, and the near destruction of European civilization were the wages of “appeasement”—a term that early-1930s liberals proudly embraced as far more enlightened than the old idea of “deterrence” and “military readiness.”

So too did Western excuses for the Russians’ violation of guarantees of free elections in postwar Eastern Europe, China, and Southeast Asia only embolden the Soviet Union. What eventually contained Stalinism was the Truman Doctrine, NATO, and nuclear deterrence—not the United Nations—and what destroyed its legacy was Ronald Reagan’s assertiveness, not Jimmy Carter’s accommodation or Richard Nixon’s détente.

As long ago as the fourth century b.c., Demosthenes warned how complacency and self-delusion among an affluent and free Athenian people allowed a Macedonian thug like Philip II to end some four centuries of Greek liberty—and in a mere 20 years of creeping aggrandizement down the Greek peninsula. Thereafter, these historical lessons should have been clear to citizens of any liberal society: we must neither presume that comfort and security are our birthrights and are guaranteed without constant sacrifice and vigilance, nor expect that peoples outside the purview of bourgeois liberalism share our commitment to reason, tolerance, and enlightened self-interest.

Most important, military deterrence and the willingness to use force against evil in its infancy usually end up, in the terrible arithmetic of war, saving more lives than they cost. All this can be a hard lesson to relearn each generation, especially now that we contend with the sirens of the mall, Oprah, and latte. Our affluence and leisure are as antithetical to the use of force as rural life and relative poverty once were catalysts for muscular action. The age-old lure of appeasement—perhaps they will cease with this latest concession, perhaps we provoked our enemies, perhaps demonstrations of our future good intentions will win their approval—was never more evident than in the recent Spanish elections, when an affluent European electorate, reeling from the horrific terrorist attack of 3/11, swept from power the pro-U.S. center-right government on the grounds that the mass murders were more the fault of the United States for dragging Spain into the effort to remove fascists and implant democracy in Iraq than of the primordial al-Qaidist culprits, who long ago promised the Western and Christian Iberians ruin for the Crusades and the Reconquista.

Militarism Good—Terrorism 

Militarism is the only way to deal with global terrorism.  

epstein, 2002 (alex, fellow at ayn rand institute, “Peacenik Warmongers,” online)

If dropping bombs won't work, what should the United States do to obtain a peaceful relationship with the numerous hostile regimes, including Iraq, that seek to harm us with terrorism and weapons of mass destruction? The "peace advocates" offer no answer. The most one can coax out of them are vague platitudes (we should "make common cause with the people of the world," says the prominent "anti-war" group Not in Our Name) and agonized soul-searching ("Why do they hate us?"). The absence of a peacenik peace plan is no accident. Pacifism is inherently a negative doctrine--it merely says that military action is always bad. As one San Francisco protestor put the point: "I don't think it's right for our government to kill people." In practice, this leaves the government only two means of dealing with our enemies: to ignore their acts of aggression, or to appease them by capitulating to the aggressor's demands. We do not need to predict or deduce the consequences of pacifism with regard to terrorism and the nations that sponsor it, because we experienced those consequences on September 11. Pacifism practically dictated the American response to terrorism for more than 23 years, beginning with our government's response to the first major act of Islamic terrorism against this country: when Iranian mobs held 52 Americans hostage for 444 days at the American embassy in Tehran. In response to that and later terrorist atrocities, American Presidents sought to avoid military action at all costs--by treating terrorists as isolated criminals and thereby ignoring the role of the governments that support them, or by offering diplomatic handouts to terrorist states in hopes that they would want to be our friends. With each pacifist response it became clearer that the most powerful nation on Earth was a paper tiger--and our enemies made the most of it. After years of American politicians acting like peaceniks, Islamic terrorism had proliferated from a few gangs of thugs to a worldwide scourge--making possible the attacks of September 11. It is an obvious evasion of history and logic for the advocates of pacifism to label themselves "anti-war," since the policies they advocate necessarily invite escalating acts of war against anyone who practices them. Military inaction sends the message to an aggressor--and to other, potential aggressors--that it will benefit by attacking the United States. To whatever extent "anti-war" protesters influence policy, they are not helping to prevent war; they are acting to make war more frequent and deadly, by making our enemies more aggressive, more plentiful, and more powerful. The only way to deal with militant enemies is to show them unequivocally that aggression against the United States will lead to their destruction. The only means of imparting this lesson is overwhelming military force--enough to defeat and incapacitate the enemy. Had we annihilated the Iranian regime 23 years ago, we could have thwarted Islamic terrorism at the beginning, with far less cost than will be required to defeat terrorism today. And if we fail to use our military against state sponsors of terrorism today, imagine the challenge we will face five years from now when Iraq and Iran possess nuclear weapons and are ready to disseminate them to their terrorist minions. Yet such a world is the goal of the "anti-war" movement. The suicidal stance of peaceniks is no innocent error or mere overflow of youthful idealism. It is the product of a fundamentally immoral commitment: the commitment to ignore reality--from the historical evidence of the consequences of pacifism to the very existence of the violent threats that confront us today--in favor of the wish that laying down our arms will achieve peace somehow. 

Terrorism causes extinction
Alexander 2003

(Yonah, director of Inter-Univ. for Terrorism Studies, washington times, Terrorism myths and realities, online: google)
Last week's brutal suicide bombings in Baghdad and Jerusalem have once again illustrated dramatically that the international community failed, thus far at least, to understand the magnitude and implications of the terrorist threats to the very survival of civilization itself. Even the United States and Israel have for decades tended to regard terrorism as a mere tactical nuisance or irritant rather than a critical strategic challenge to their national security concerns. It is not surprising, therefore, that on September 11, 2001, Americans were stunned by the unprecedented tragedy of 19 al Qaeda terrorists striking a devastating blow at the center of the nation's commercial and military powers. Likewise, Israel and its citizens, despite the collapse of the Oslo Agreements of 1993 and numerous acts of terrorism triggered by the second intifada that began almost three years ago, are still "shocked" by each suicide attack at a time of intensive diplomatic efforts to revive the moribund peace process through the now revoked cease-fire arrangements (hudna). Why are the United States and Israel, as well as scores of other countries affected by the universal nightmare of modern terrorism surprised by new terrorist "surprises"? There are many reasons, including misunderstanding of the manifold specific factors that contribute to terrorism's expansion, such as lack of a universal definition of terrorism, the religionization of politics, double standards of morality, weak punishment of terrorists, and the exploitation of the media by terrorist propaganda and psychological warfare. Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact. The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism (e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber) with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns. 
Militarism Good—War 

MIlitarism is key to leadership and stopping another world war.  

Brooks 2001
(david, senior editor at weekly standard, “age of conflict,” lexis)

Obviously nobody knows what the future years will feel like, but we do know that the next decade will have a central feature that was lacking in the last one: The next few years will be defined by conflict. And it's possible to speculate about what that means. The institutions that fight for us and defend us against disorder -- the military, the FBI, the CIA -- will seem more important and more admirable. The fundamental arguments won't be over economic or social issues, they will be over how to wield power -- whether to use American power aggressively or circumspectly. We will care a lot more about ends -- winning the war -- than we will about means. We will debate whether it is necessary to torture prisoners who have information about future biological attacks. We will destroy innocent villages by accident, shrug our shoulders, and continue fighting. In an age of conflict, bourgeois virtues like compassion, tolerance, and industriousness are valued less than the classical virtues of courage, steadfastness, and a ruthless desire for victory. […continues…] But now violence has come calling. Now it is no longer possible to live so comfortably in one's own private paradise. Shocked out of the illusion of self-reliance, most of us realize that we, as individuals, simply cannot protect ourselves. Private life requires public protection. Now it is not possible to ignore foreign affairs, because foreign affairs have not ignored us. It has become clear that we are living in a world in which hundreds of millions of people hate us, and some small percentage of them want to destroy us. That realization is bound to have cultural effects. In the first place, we will probably become more conscious of our American-ness. During the blitz in 1940, George Orwell sat in his bomb shelter and wrote an essay called "England Your England." It opened with this sentence: "As I write, highly civilised human beings are flying overhead, trying to kill me." What struck him at that moment of danger was that it really does matter whether you are English or German. The nation is a nursemaid that breeds certain values and a certain ethos. Orwell went on to describe what it meant to be English. Now Americans are being killed simply because they are Americans. Like Orwell, Americans are once again becoming aware of themselves as a nationality, not just as members of some ethnic community or globalized Internet chat group. Americans have been reminded that, despite what the multiculturalists have been preaching, not all cultures are wonderfully equal hues in the great rainbow of humanity. Some national cultures, the ones that have inherited certain ideas -- about freedom and democracy, the limits of the political claims of religion, the importance of tolerance and dissent -- are more humane than other civilizations, which reject those ideas. As criticism of our war effort grows in Europe, in hostile Arab countries, and in two-faced countries like Egypt and Saudi Arabia, which dislike our principles but love our dollars, Americans will have to articulate a defense of our national principles and practices. That debate in itself will shape American culture. We will begin to see ourselves against the backdrop of the Taliban. During the Cold War, we saw ourselves in contrast to the Soviet Union. Back then, we faced a godless foe; now we are facing a god-crazed foe. As we recoil from the Islamic extremists, we may be less willing to integrate religion into political life. That would mean trouble for faith-based initiatives and religion in the public square. On the other hand, democracies tend to become patriotic during wartime, if history is any guide, and this will drive an even deeper wedge between regular Americans and the intellectual class. Literary critic Paul Fussell, a great student of American culture in times of war, wrote a book, Wartime, on the cultural effects of World War II. Surveying the culture of that period, he endorsed the view of historian Eileen Sullivan, who wrote, "There was no room in this war culture for individual opinions or personalities, no freedom of dissent or approval; the culture was homogeneous, shallow and boring." […continues…] Don't make the mistake of interpreting the events of Sept. 11 purely in terms of terrorism and murder. . . . The terrorists are a virulent subset of a much larger group of anticapitalists, one that includes many politicians, bureaucrats, writers, media types, academics, entertainers, trade unionists and, at times, church leaders. The barbarians at the gates are more numerous than you thought. But the most important cultural effect of conflict is that it breeds a certain bloody-mindedness or, to put it more grandly, a tragic view of life. Life in times of war and recession reminds us of certain hard truths that were easy to ignore during the decade of peace and prosperity. Evil exists. Difficulties, even tragedies, are inevitable. Human beings are flawed creatures capable of monstrosity. Not all cultures are compatible. To preserve order, good people must exercise power over destructive people. That means that it's no longer sufficient to deconstruct ideas and texts and signifiers. You have to be able to construct hard principles so you can move from one idea to the next, because when you are faced with the problem of repelling evil, you absolutely must be able to reach a conclusion on serious moral issues. This means you need to think in moral terms about force -- and to be tough-minded. During the Cold War, Reinhold Niebuhr was a major intellectual figure. In 1952, he wrote The Irony of American History. The tragedy of the conflict with communism, he argued, was that, "though confident of its virtue, [America] must yet hold atomic bombs ready for use so as to prevent a possible world conflagration." The irony of our history, he continued, is that we are an idealistic nation that dreams of creating a world of pure virtue, yet in defeating our enemies we sometimes have to act in ways that are not pure. "We take, and must continue to take, morally hazardous action to preserve our civilization," Niebuhr wrote. "We must exercise our power." We have to do so while realizing that we will not be capable of perfect disinterestedness when deciding which actions are just. We will be influenced by dark passions. But we still have to act forcefully because our enemies are trying to destroy the basis of civilization: "We are drawn into an historic situation in which the paradise of our domestic security is suspended in a hell of global insecurity." Niebuhr's prescription was humble hawkishness. He believed the United States should forcefully defend freedom and destroy its enemies. But while doing so, it should seek forgiveness for the horrible things it might have to do in a worthy cause. To reach this graduate-school level of sophistication, you have to have passed through elementary courses in moral reasoning. It will be interesting to see whether we Americans, who sometimes seem unsure of even the fundamental moral categories, can educate ourselves sufficiently to engage in the kind of moral reasoning that Niebuhr did. The greatest political effect of this period of conflict will probably be to relegitimize central institutions. Since we can't defend ourselves as individuals against terrorism, we have to rely on the institutions of government: the armed forces, the FBI, the CIA, the CDC, and so on. We are now only beginning to surrender some freedoms, but we will trade in more, and willingly. As Alexander Hamilton wrote in the Federalist Papers, "Safety from external danger is the most powerful director of national conduct. Even the ardent love of liberty will, after a time, give way to its dictates. . . . To be more safe, [people] at length become willing to run the risk of being less free." Moreover, we will see power migrate from the states and Capitol Hill to the White House. "It is of the nature of war to increase the executive at the expense of the legislative authority," Hamilton continued. This creates rifts on both left and right, because both movements contain anti-establishment elements hostile to any effort to relegitimize central authorities. The splits have been most spectacular on the left. Liberals who work in politics -- Democrats on Capitol Hill, liberal activists, academics who are interested in day-to-day politics -- almost all support President Bush and the war effort. But many academic and literary leftists, ranging from Eric Foner to Susan Sontag to Noam Chomsky, have been sour, critical, and contemptuous of America's response to September 11. The central difference is that the political liberals are comfortable with power. They want power themselves and do not object to the central institutions of government, even the military, exercising power on our behalf. Many literary and academic liberals, on the other hand, have built a whole moral system around powerlessness. They champion the outgroups. They stand with the victims of hegemony, patriarchy, colonialism, and all the other manifestations of central authority. Sitting on their campuses, they are powerless themselves, and have embraced a delicious, self-glorifying identity as the out-manned sages who alone can see through the veils of propaganda in which the powerful hide their oppressive schemes. For these thinkers, virtue inheres in the powerless. The weak are sanctified, not least because they are voiceless and allegedly need academics to give them voices. These outgroup leftists dislike the Taliban, but to ally themselves with American power would be to annihilate everything they have stood for and the role they have assigned themselves in society. […continues…] For Bush, the leader of the free world, the issue is terrorism, not street crime. But now he too is engaged in the effort to restore order so that people can go about their lives. He is the one rounding up the posse, forsaking social issues and other moral debates for a straightforward act of international prosecution. He is reasserting authority to show that under Pax Americana, the world is governable. […continues…] But history never repeats itself neatly. No one can predict the political and cultural consequences of a war, any more than the course of the war itself. But it does seem clear that we have moved out of one political and cultural moment and into another. We have traded the anxieties of affluence for the real fears of war. We have moved from an age of peace to an age of conflict, and in times of conflict people are different. They go to extremes. Some people, and some nations, turn cowardly or barbaric. Other people, and other nations, become heroic, brave, and steadfast. It all depends on what they have in them. War isn't only, as Bourne said, the health of the state. It's the gut-check of the nation.

***Deterrence***
Nuclear deterrence necessary to deter rogue states, CBW attacks, power challengers, and allied proliferation -- impact is extinction

Mark A. Schneider (Senior Analyst with the National Institute for Public Policy) May/April 2009 “The Future of the US Nuclear Deterrent” Comparative Strategy, p345-360

According to the Pentagon’s Quadrennial Defense Review, the United States must maintain a “robust nuclear deterrent, which remains a keystone of U.S. national power.”98 The reason should be self evident—without a nuclear deterrent the United States could be destroyed as an industrial civilization and our conventional forces could be defeated by a state with grossly inferior conventional capability but powerful WMD. We cannot afford to ignore existing and growing threats to the very existence of the United States as a national entity. Missile defenses and conventional strike capabilities, while critically important elements of deterrence and national power, simply can’t substitute for nuclear deterrence. In light of the emerging “strategic partnership” between Russia and China and their emphasis on nuclear weapons it would be foolish indeed to size U.S. strategic nuclear forces as if the only threat we face is that of rogue states and discard the requirement that the U.S. nuclear deterrent be “second to none.” Ignoring the PRC nuclear threat because of Chinese “no first use” propaganda is just as irresponsible. Absent a nuclear deterrent to their WMD use, rogue states could defeat our forces by the combination of few nuclear EMP weapons and large chemical and biological attacks. The situation would be much worse if they build a more extensive nuclear strike capability as has been reported. Freezing U.S. nuclear forces at the technical level of the Reagan administration will assure that, within two decades, Russia, China, India, and probably others will be technically superior and U.S. deterrence ability against CBW attack will be reduced. United States nuclear forces must be modernized and tailored to enhance deterrence and damage limitation against the rogue WMD threat. WMD capabilities have given otherwise inconsequential states the ability to kill millions of people. The right combination of missile defense and conventional and nuclear strike capabilities provide the best deterrent and damage limiting capability against the rogue state threat. We must not ignore the requirement to provide extended deterrence to our allies. British and French nuclear forces are not large enough, and these nations are not perceived as tough enough, to provide a deterrent for NATO Europe against Russia. In the Far East, there is literally no nuclear deterrent capability against China other than that provided by the United States. Failure to provide a credible deterrent will result in a wave of nuclear proliferation with serious national security implications. When dealing with the rogue states, the issue is not the size of the U.S. nuclear deterrent but the credibility of its use in response to chemical or biological weapons use and its ability to conduct low collateral damage nuclear attacks against WMD capabilities and delivery systems including very hard underground facilities for purposes of damage limitation. We must also have the capability to respond promptly. The United States nuclear guarantee is a major deterrent to proliferation. If we do not honor that guarantee, or devalue it, many more nations will obtain nuclear weapons. If arms control really becomes a substitute for nuclear deterrence and defense, it may very well precipitate the most destructive war in history. Effective verification is essentially impossible, and verification is not a substitute for compliance. Today, arms control has become part of the problem rather than a solution to the problem. The abolition of the in-kind deterrent to CBW use—which deterred CBW use in World War II—is making the world more unsafe almost on a daily basis. The START and Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaties prevent or inhibit the development of conventional strike capabilities with enhanced ability to counter WMD. The demise of the ABM Treaty, while very useful, does not completely address the problem of legacy arms control and its constraints upon U.S. conventional capabilities. 

Deterrence Good—Conventional War
Turn-- US conventional superiority is not enough to deter, and increases in conventional reliance will only encourage more proliferation

Daniel Gouré in 2k2, (PHD, Policy Review, nuclear deterrence: then and now, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/3458886.html

It is the impossibility of countering U.S. conventional power that has sent potential adversaries scurrying in search of so-called asymmetric means of warfare. Chief among these are wmd, possibly combined with a method of long-range delivery. Such weapons could be quite primitive, for their primary purpose is not to achieve results on the battlefield but to deter or complicate any potential U.S. military action against the state deploying such means. The potential adversary need only threaten to raise the stakes for the United States in circumstances where vital interests may not be involved. As Robert Walpole, national intelligence officer for strategic and nuclear programs, told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee (September 16, 1999):      Acquiring long-range ballistic missiles armed with a weapon of mass destruction will enable weaker countries to do three things that they might otherwise not be able to do: deter, constrain, and harm the United States. To achieve these objectives, the missiles need not be deployed in large numbers; with even a few weapons, these countries would judge that they had the capability to threaten at least politically significant damage to the United States or its allies. They need not be highly accurate; the ability to target a large urban area is sufficient. They need not be highly reliable, because their strategic value is derived primarily from the implicit or explicit threat of their use, not the near certain outcome of such use.  Although the United States currently enjoys unquestioned conventional superiority over any potential adversary, it cannot count on that superiority alone to deter possible aggressors. Moreover, it must reckon with the efforts of a number of so-called rogue states and even terrorist groups who intend to acquire wmd precisely to counter U.S. conventional superiority. Such weapons could be delivered against U.S. forces or even the homeland by a variety of means, including covert. The ability to deter covert or terrorist employment of wmd will clearly depend on the ability both to identify the source of the attack and to respond appropriately. In some instances this could mean a nuclear response, in others the use of defenses, conventional strike systems, Special Forces, or even the cia. At all costs, the United States must avoid being self-deterred — that is, unwilling to project military power as necessary in pursuit of its national interests — by the asymmetric threat of weapons of mass destruction in the hands of a lesser power.

Deterrence Good—CBW 
4.China—

  Reducing our numbers provides an incentive for China to build more nukes and first strike with their weapons.

Helprin,07 (Mark, senior fellow at the Claremont Institute and a distinguished visiting fellow at Hillsdale College, “The Nuclear Threat From China”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/03/02/AR2007030201402.html)

In altering their position relative to that of the United States, the Chinese have received generous assistance from the past two American presidents, who have accomplished first a carefree diminution of our orders of battle and then the incompetent deployment of what was left, in a campaign analogous to losing a protracted struggle with Portugal. China advances and we decline because, among other things, its vision is disciplined and clear, while ours is burdened by fear, decadence and officials who understand neither Chinese grand strategy nor its nuclear component.This has led the United States unwittingly to encourage China to move toward nuclear parity. In the next five years, as we reduce our arsenal from 10,000 strategic warheads to 1,700, China's MIRV'd silo-based missiles and imminent generations of MIRV'd mobile and sea-based ICBMs will easily allow a breakout from warhead numbers now variously estimated to range from 80 to 1,800.Once, the vast imbalance (in 1987, 500:1) might have discouraged China from such augmentation, but no longer. Our reductions and their growth provide fewer targets for more missiles and will create the possibility and therefore the temptation, however remote, of a first strike. As we have cut the stable sea-based leg of our nuclear deterrent from 37 ballistic missile submarines to 14, China works to build its own and a fleet that can provide protected bastions at sea as well as hunt down the small number of American boats on station.

And, U.S.-China war would cause nuclear wars worldwide 

Straits Times 6-25-2000

THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable.  Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war.  Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation.   In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore.   If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire.   And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order.   With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq.   In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase.   Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war?  According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat.   In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons.  If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons.  The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option.  A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons.  Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it.  He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation.

Deterrence Good--CBW

5. CBW

a. Nukes key to deter CBW attack

Butcher, 01 (Martin, Director of Security Programs, PSR, “A Summary of Elements Concerning Nuclear Weapons in the

Report to Congress on the Defeat of Hard and Deeply Buried Targets”, Center for Global Security and Health, http://www.nukewatch.org/facts/nwd/A_Summary.pdf)

The current situation on both HDBT Defeat and WMD Agent Defeat is set out in Section 5 of the paper. On nuclear weapons for HDBT it says: There is no current program to design a new or modified HDBT Defeat nuclear weapon. However, DoD and DOE continue to consider and assess nuclear concepts that could address the validated mission needs and CRD [Capstone Requirements Document]. They have formed a joint Nuclear Planning Group to define the appropriate scope and option selection criteria for a possible design feasibility and cost study. Further information is provided in Classified Annex A -Section3 – Nuclear Weapons.3 The paper is even more explicit concerning the role of nuclear weapons in WMD Agent Defeat, they are described as having “a unique ability to destroy both agent containers and CBW agents.”4 Accuracy and penetration are important as, given those characteristics the report says that a lower-yield weapon can be used, with less collateral damage. The report also notes that current weapons are not well adapted for this purpose. Interestingly, seemingly referring to the B61-11, it says that the lower yield version of this earth-penetrating nuclear weapon has not been certified. ..it is possible to employ a much lower-yield weapon to achieve the needed neutralization. The ability to use a lower-yield would reduce weapon-produced collateral effects. The current nuclear weapons stockpile, while possessing some limited ground penetration capability and lower yield options (not yet certified), was not developed with this mission in mind.5 To fill this gap, Project Sand Dune led to a planning study that is due to report in FY02. As the report says “The overall objective of HDBT and WMD Agent Defeat S&T Programs is to redress shortfalls in current operational capabilities against future threats. Elements include: … nuclear weapons”6 and later elaborates “For destruction of more deeply buried facilities, DoD and DOE are studying the sensitivities and synergies of nuclear weapon yield, penetration, accuracy and tactics.”7 

b. Extinction

John D. Steinbruner Winter, 1997/1998 "Biological Weapons: a Plague upon all Houses" FOREIGN POLICY

Although human pathogens are often lumped with nuclear explosives and lethal chemicals as potential weapons of mass destruction, there is an obvious, fundamentally important difference: Pathogens are alive, weapons are not. Nuclear and chemical weapons do not reproduce themselves and do not independently engage in adaptive behavior; pathogens do both of these things. That deceptively simple observation has immense implications. The use of a manufactured weapon is a singular event. Most of the damage occurs immediately. The aftereffects, whatever they may be, decay rapidly over time and distance in a reasonably predictable manner. Even before a nuclear warhead is detonated, for instance, it is possible to estimate the extent of the subsequent damage and the likely level of radioactive fallout. Such predictability is an essential component for tactical military planning. The use of a pathogen, by contrast, is an extended process whose scope and timing cannot be precisely controlled. For most potential biological agents, the predominant drawback is that they would not act swiftly or decisively enough to be an effective weapon. But for a few pathogens-ones most likely to have a decisive effect and therefore the ones most likely to be contemplated for deliberately hostile use-the risk runs in the other direction. A lethal pathogen that could efficiently spread from one victim to another would be capable of initiating an intensifying cascade of disease that might ultimately threaten the entire world population. The 1918 influenza epidemic demonstrated the potential for a global contagion of this sort but not necessarily its outer limit. 

Deterrence Good—Terrorism 

And, deterrence prevents terrorism by influencing the support structure of terrorist groups. 

Kevin Chilton (commander, US Strategic Command, Offutt AFB, Nebraska) and Greg Weaver (senior advisor for Strategy and Plans in the USSTRATCOM) Spring 2009 “Waging Deterrence in the 21st Century” Strategic Studies Quarterly, http://www.au.af.mil/au/ssq/2009/Spring/chilton.pdf]
The continued application by transnational terrorists of catastrophic attacks on civilians by suicidal attackers suggests that our deterrence concept may have little utility against this form of warfare. How can one successfully deter attackers who see their own death as the ultimate (spiritual) gain, who have little they hold dear that we can threaten retaliation against, and who perceive continued restraint as the violation of what they see as a religious duty to alter an unacceptable status quo through violence? The question is a good one. Answering it requires a closer examination of how the nature of transnational terrorism, and the nonstate actors that practice it, create deterrence challenges not posed by most state actors. While there are many differences between deterring state actors and nonstate actors, two pose particularly important challenges. First, the task of identifying the key decision makers we seek to influence is more difficult when deterring nonstate actors. For example, alQaeda’s shift to a more distributed network of terrorist cells in the wake of Operation Enduring Freedom has made “decision makers” out of regional and local operatives. This distributed nature of transnational terrorist networks complicates the conduct of an effective deterrence campaign, but it also offers additional opportunities. A recent Institute for Defense Analyses report highlighted that there are multiple components of the global terrorist network that we can seek to influence in a deterrence campaign. These components include the following: jihadi foot soldiers, terrorist professionals who provide training and other logistical guidance and support, the leaders of al Qaeda, groups affiliated by knowledge and aspiration (so-called franchises), operational enablers (i.e., financiers), moral legitimizers, state sponsors, and passive state enablers.4 Thus, deterrence could play an important role in the broader campaign against transnational terrorists if it were able to constrain the participation of key components of a movement and undermine support within a movement for the most catastrophic kinds of attacks. Second, the nature of transnational terrorist movements results in these adversaries valuing and fearing profoundly different things than their state-actor counterparts. Transnational terrorists need to spread their ideology; raise and distribute funds; motivate, recruit, and train new operatives; and gain public acquiescence to (if not active support for) their presence and operations, all while remaining hidden from their enemies. This creates a potentially rich new set of perceptions to influence through deterrence activities, but affecting those perceptions is likely to require the creative development of new means of doing so. It is not yet clear how important deterrence may be in countering the threats posed to US vital interests by transnational terrorism. However, given that our conflict with these adversaries is likely a long-term one and that the potential benefits of successfully deterring certain kinds of catastrophic terrorist attacks (e.g., the use of weapons of mass destruction) far exceed the costs of attempting to do so, we should work more aggressively on adding deterrence to our counterterrorism repertoire.

U.S. retaliation would cause nuclear war

Peterson 2001 John L- President, Arlington Institute, “The Next Sound You Hear,” World Future Society, http://www.wfs.org/mmpetersen.htm
But there seems to be a rather specific objective behind all of this. There is an end-game that these terrorists seem to have in mind, and it is not just to kill a bunch of Americans. The analysis that I read points to all of this being the Islamic radicals’ first assault in a war aimed at elevating Islam to being the major influential religion and political system in the world. How might they do that with the relatively limited resources that they have? Again, the most salient thinking that I’ve found suggests that they’d like to turn America against Islam, and vice-versa. A holy war between Islam and the West. How do you do that? Get the U.S. to overreact. Focus the unhappiness of the vast numbers of desperately poor Muslims around more high-profile injustice visited on them indiscriminately by American retaliation for the September 11 attacks. Mobilize them around a gross inequity . . . the same way that Americans (and the West) have mobilized around a great inequity. The third principle is therefore: Provoke Over-Reaction. Get the West to seemingly strike out against "Islam" — again. Give them the basis for moving their religious war into high-gear. If this is the framework for a second strike, then where should we look? We should look for places where a relatively small, sophisticated effort can produce inordinate social pain and anger. Produce an event that will cause Americans, in the fury of the aftermath, to look with hate upon every Arabic-looking person they see and strike out in vengeance. (That, of course, is the predictable way in which things work in many places on the planet.) The best of all worlds would be a nuclear counter-strike that wiped out a bunch of innocent Muslims — that would start the war for sure. Where are our vulnerabilities in this kind of scenaric world? Obviously, there is the possibility of a nuclear or biological attack, and that is where we will immediately put up our defenses.

CHINA EXTENSIONS

Reducing our nuclear weapons numbers creates an incentive for China to “breakout” and overtake us nuclear superiority . This causes china first strike against the US-that’s helprin. This culminates in nuclear annihilation-that’s strait times

AND,Nuclear cuts open the flood gates for rapid Chinese nuclearization
 CLARK 2001

(Mark, professor and chair, political science, and director of the National Security Studies program at California State University, San Bernardino, Orbis, March 22)

Would START III-low discourage such proliferation, or would it inadvertently create the incentives for lesser powers to obtain or increase their nuclear stockpiles? The likely answer is that severe U.S. reductions would induce new competition. With U.S. strategic nuclear weapons at anywhere from 1,000 to 1,500 under START III-low, China could for the first time aspire to become a comparable nuclear power. Itis far easier and cheaper to build and maintain a few hundred nuclear weapons and delivery systems than a few thousand. START III-low would also make it far more affordable for Russia to continue modernizing its strategic nuclear forces at a time when the United States has stopped its own research.

EXT CBWs

Only nukes have the accuracy and power to take down a CBW containers and agents—that’s butcher. And, prefer our evidence because it is comparative between nuke and conventional weapons. The impact means extinction-and quickly-pathogens will quickly spread through humans before cures areaccessible-and perception of weak deterrent opens the floodgate to CBW attack—that’s steinbruner.

Even with CBW attack, nuke weapon can vaporize the hazard-conventional weapons can’t solve.

Moore,03 ( Thomas, master of military art and science, “does the united states need to develop a new nuclear earth penetrating weapon?”, http://www.fas.org/man/eprint/moore.pdf)

The US’ potential adversaries have an increasing number of hard and deeply buried targets (HDBTs) that may be too impenetrable to hold at risk with conventional weapons. This takes into account the technological advancements of “smart” munitions and fuses. These facilities conceal not only strategic weapon systems, but also other facets of their military instrument of national power, including command and control nodes, chemical and biological weapon facilities, weapon stockpiles, and sanctuaries for their national-level leadership. Weapons of mass destruction (WMD) facilities warrant special consideration, as either a conventional or nuclear attack would present risk due to a potential release of a chemical or biological agent into the atmosphere. Ironically, scientists argue that a nuclear attack on such facilities would have less collateral damage because the thermal effects of a nuclear explosion would vaporize the potential chemical or biological hazard. 

Nuclear deterrence is key to containing the spread and use of chemical and biological weapons.

Dr. Keith B. Payne (President, National Institute for Public Policy) 3/31/1998 "Why We Must Sustain Nuclear Deterrence; Why Nuclear Weapons are Critical for U.S. Security" U.S. SENATE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE HEARING http://www.fas.org/spp/starwars/congress/1998_h/s980331kp.htm

India’s former Army Chief of Staff, General K. Sundarji summarized this point nicely in his conclusion about the Gulf War: “The Gulf War emphasized again that nuclear weapons are the ultimate coin of power. In the final analysis, they [coalition members] could go in because the United States had nuclear weapons and Iraq didn’t.” General Sundarji’s view of U.S. nuclear weapons as extremely relevant to regional security challenges is far different from the perspective held by America’s anti-nuclear activists. But Gen. Sundarji’s view is shared by the military and political leaders in many countries abroad; and it is some of those leaders who otherwise would use CBW that we must be able to deter. The continuing proliferation of CBW can only increase our need for nuclear deterrence. The United States has given up these capabilities, and has thus given up the option of deterring chemical and biological threats with like capabilities. In some tough cases, conventional forces alone simply will be inadequate to deter CBW attacks. Consequently, as these deadly weapons proliferate, our nuclear capabilities become more, not less important for regional deterrence. 

AT: Nukes= Preemption 

No risk of nuclear pre-emption – requirements are too severe. 

Richard Miles (Admiral, UN Navy Ret) June 2006 “US Nuclear Threat Can Enhance Stability” Back Pages, 15:6, APS Physics, http://www.aps.org/publications/apsnews/200606/backpage.cfm]

I don’t think there’s been any significant change in our national policy in that respect. Fundamentally, nuclear weapons will always remain a weapon of last resort in our national strategy. The ability to pre-empt has always existed but has never made any rational sense especially during the Cold War. I believe we would only consider pre-emption under very extraordinary conditions: where we had no other capabilities at our disposal to prevent dire consequences from happening to the US or our allies, and where we also had perfect intelligence that would enable us to be absolutely certain that unless we used a nuclear weapon, this dire event would happen. I view nuclear pre-emption as a very implausible option considering the wide range of non-nuclear options available and the imperfect nature of our intelligence. 

Deterrence True
Deterrence theory has 100% historical support

Hagerty, ’96 

[Devin T., lecturer in International Politics in the Department of Government and Public Administration at the University of Sydney, Australia, “Nuclear Deterrence and the 1990 Indo-Pakistani Crisis” INTERNATIONAL SECURITY vol. 21 no. 1]

Second, in political science, we do not “prove” theories; we either gain or lose confidence in their explanatory power by subjecting the hypotheses we infer from them to empirical scrutiny. In the case of the theories I examined, the historical record yields a one-hundred percent correspondence with the logic of nuclear deterrence and zero correspondence with the logic of nonproliferation; ipso facto, we should have more confidence in the former as a theory about the consequences of proliferation. The reassurance we as individuals derive from this historical record is another matter entirely, which leads me to my third point about this particular criticism. Fetter’s last sentence quoted above slips from a positivist to a normative gear, which makes his observation a non sequitur. This happens again later, when he writes: “if a one percent chance of a nuclear conflagration is too great a risk to run, then the fact that deterrence was successful in one or two crises is a completely inadequate basis for rejecting the ‘logic of nonproliferation’.” Words like “acceptable” and “too great a risk to run” are subjective. They have nothing to do with establishing confidence in our theories. Again, the bottom line with the ones I examined is that the central prediction of the logic of nonproliferation has never been realized, a curious fact considering the conceptual hold it has on U.S. security analysts. It may well be that from a normative standpoint, the merest speck of doubt about the robustness of nuclear deterrence warrants even the most extreme measures to prevent just one more nation from acquiring nuclear weapons; but that is a policy issue I do not take up in this article.

And, historical support is the only test of theory’s future relevance

Ingram, ’01

 [Edward, Emeritus Professor of Imperial History at Simon Fraser University, The British Empire as a world power, p. 3]

Political scientists who do not read history have to go into business as water diviners or, like economists, as prophets who wait patiently for the future to prove them wrong. The past in which political scientists who do read history claim to test their ideas is, however, often unrecognizable to historians. It resembles Alice’s Wonderland, in which the more one thinks one recognizes, the bigger are the surprises in store. And the past serves a different purpose for each discipline. Whereas the past shows the political scientist standing in the present the way to a future already planned, the historian standing in the past is content to look around him and is supposed not to know ahead of time what may turn up next.

Yes War

First, Mandelbaum says that war can still happen—even if it’s minor

Michael Mandelbaum 99, American Foreign Policy Professor in the School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins, February 25, Council on Foreign Relations Great Debate Series, “Is Major War Obsolete?” http://www.ciaonet.org/conf/cfr10  

In conclusion, let me say what I’m not arguing. I’m not saying that we’ve reached the end of all conflict, violence or war; indeed, the peace I’ve identified at the core of the international system has made conflict on the periphery more likely. Nor am I suggesting that we have reached the end of modern, as distinct from major, war; modern war involving mechanized weapons, formal battles, and professional troops. Nor am I offering a single-factor explanation. It’s not simply nuclear weapons or just democracy or only a growing aversion to war. It’s not a single thing; it’s everything: values, ideas, institutions, and historical experience. Nor, I should say, do I believe that peace is automatic. Peace does not keep itself. But what I think we may be able to secure is more than the peace of the Cold War based on deterrence. The political scientist Carl Deutcsh once defined a security community as something where warlessness becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy. Well, he was referring to the North Atlantic community, which was bound tightly together because of the Cold War. But to the extent that my argument is right, all of Eurasia and the Asia-Pacific region will become, slowly, haltingly but increasingly, like that.

Second, War will escalate -- high alert guarantees

DR Alan Phillips Oct. 2000 http://www.peace.caInuclearwinterrevisitedhtm

With thousands of rocket-launched weapons at launch-on-warning”, any day there could be an all-out nuclear war by accident. The fact that there are only half as many nuclear bombs as there were in the 80’s makes no significant difference. Deaths from world-wide starvation after the war would be several times the number from direct effects of the bombs, and the surviving fraction of the human race might then diminish and vanish after a few generations of hunger and disease, in a radioactive environment.

Third, War is always possible – statements of lasting peace have never been correct – Mandelbaum’s exception of Russia and China undermine their entire argument***
Kagan 199
Donald is Hilihouse Professor of History and Classics at Yale University “Is Major War Obsolete? An Exchange” Survival, vol. 41, no. 2, Summer pp. 139—52

I agree that the present moment in history provides a better chance than ever for achieving a long period of peace, that the deterrent offered by nuclear weapons works towards that end, and that the growth of trade, democracy and economic interdependence assists that prospect. I do not, however, believe that war is obsolete — not yet, anyway. Nor do I believe that the present situation is unique in history any more than any moment is. As always, the chances for peace in the future depend on the decisions and the actions taken by people and these, as always, provide no guarantee against war — even ‘major’ war as Michael Mandelbaum has defined it. This is not the first time in history that people have thought that they had arrived at such a moment, such an extraordinary turning point. In 29BC, when Augustus closed the doors of the Temple of Janus in Rome for only the third time in the 500 years of Rome’s history, as a demonstration, a propaganda move, but also as a statement of a real expectation that new conditions had arrived that made peace appear to be a lasting peace. He turned out to be wrong. A more interesting year, perhaps, is 1792: a wonderful year for people to be stunningly optimistic about the prospects for the future. William Pitt the Younger, then Prime Minister of England, predicted that there were going to be at least 15 years of peace; never had the horizon looked clearer. And in the same year, two intellectuals of different sorts, Joseph Priestley and Tom Paine, had expectations of the same kind. In fact, they were less limited and more like the optimistic views that Michael Mandelbaum puts forward in his article. They based their future on a major change of conditions in the world. Priestley said:’ The present commercial treaties between England and France and between other nations, formerly hostile to each other, seem to show that mankind begin to be sensible to the folly of war and promise a new and important era in the state of the world in general, at least in Europe. Paine said: ‘If commerce were permitted to act to the universal extent it is capable, it would extirpate the system of war’. And of course, to this view were added the views of Kant and Montesquieu, who thought that the establishment of the political institution of the republic was going to have the same pacifying effect. Monarchies were really what war was about. Now that they were gone, there would be no more war. As Paine put it:2 The instant the form of government was changed in France, the republican principles of peace and domestic prosperity and economy arose with the new government, and the same consequences would follow in the case of other nations. Of course, within a year, France and England were at war, and 20 years or so of terrible, dreadful conflict followed. In 1848, John Stuart Mill also sang the praises of commerce:3 Commerce, which is rapidly rendering war obsolete, by strengthening and multiplying the personal interests which act in natural opposition to it . The great extent and rapid increase of international trade ... [is] the principal guarantee of the peace of the world. And then, of course, at the end of the nineteenth century and early in the twentieth century, two people of note wrote important statements of this thesis. One had a great impact; the other was not much noticed but was perhaps the more perceptive. The former was Norman Angell’s famous work, The Great Illusion. Basically, his message was that war had become so devastating from an economic point of view that nobody would ever fight. The only problem in Angell’s view was to teach people enough to know war was a disaster. Ivan Bloch was the other one, who said that war was so horrible in his day because the incredible means that had become available for fighting meant that no society could survive very long if they ever started such a war. The horror and danger of future war, he felt, would deter these conflicts. Well, of course, within a few years came the First World War. Now having said all this, even if all these men were wrong, this does not mean that Michael Mandelbaum cannot be right. But it should inspire some degree of modesty and caution. In fact Mandelbaum is very cautious in the language that he uses. Major war is not necessarily finished, he concedes. It’s not dead, it’s obsolete. This is a charming term that seems to say more than it does, because that allows Mandelbaum to draw back from the more total claims later on. A major war is unlikely but not unthinkable, which is to say he thinks it can happen. It is obsolete, he writes, in the sense that it is no longer fashionable. To pick up the metaphor is to see some of its limitations as well as its charm. Is war really a matter of fashion? And even if it is, don’t we have to face the fact that there are some people who choose to be unfashionable, and then there are other people who have never heard of fashion in the first place? China and Russia are two cases to which the writer points. He identifies the Taiwan Straits and the Russo-Ukrainian border as places where wars may well break out, should they erupt anywhere. They are the ‘potential Sarajevos of the twenty-first century’. He is right. And, of course, it is this concession, however genuinely and generously and modestly expressed, that gives away the game. Since there are at least two places where major wars between great powers might well break out even today — and two are quite enough — it seems to me that his entire thesis is undermined.


