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If you continue to develop this, you should get the introduction to War, Violence, and the Modern Condition by Bernd Huppauf for “event focus bad,” among other things.

PEARL HARBOR 1NC

Using Pearl Harbor to symbolize surprise attacks reinforces anti-Asian racism and justifies violence

WHITE 1997 (Geoffrey, East-West Center, “Mythic History and National Memory: The Pearl Harbor Anniversary,” Culture & Psychology, March)
The second feature of war narratives that makes them effective devices for representing national subjectivity is that they build their stories around sharply polarized agencies, telling of the interaction of local heroes and foreign enemies. War narratives presume differences between 'our* way of life and 'their* alien ways. As noted earlier, the events of December 7 were fashioned into a story that evoked moral outrage and cast the Japanese as a treacherous foe suitable for attack (Dower, 1986). The sharper the representation of oppositional contrasts between images of national character, the more likely that narratives of war represent scenarios of anger that create the moral preconditions for a logic of revenge. The central motif of the Pearl Harbor war narrative is the element of surprise, particularly the idea of a 'sneak attack'. The sneak attack motif plays upon and reinforces racial stereotypes of Japanese national character. The fact that Japanese diplomats in Washington were delayed in delivering a declaration of war to the US State Department so that the bombing was carried out prior to a formal declaration turns a brilliant military strategy into a 'sneak attack'. The headlines of the December 8, 1941 Honolulu Star-Bulletin screamed 'roosevelt denounces treachery'. And a souvenir issue of the December 7, 1941 Honolulu Adivrtiser published on the occasion of the 50th anniversary features the front-page headline 'more than 2,000 die in sneak air attack'. Characterized as a 'sneak attack', the bombing becomes a symbol of Japanese immorality. These same images of race and character shaped perceptions of Americans of Japanese Ancestry during the war. Thus, the propaganda film December 7th and Hollywood films such as Air Force and Little Tokyo (Koppes & Black, 1987) featured stories of spying and sabotage by Japanese Americans, even though such incidents were practically non-existent. Yet, emotions of anger, fear and suspicion were used to justify the forced internment of Americans of Japanese Ancestry. And these sentiments remain strong in many parts of the United States, such that occasional acts of violence toward Asians still erupt on December 7 as the attack is recalled each year in the news media.
PEARL HARBOR 1NC

The American narrative of World War II is used to justify racist crusades against all enemies—the myth of World War II as the “good war” will result in nuclear extinction

CHERNUS 1991 (Ira, prof of religious studies at UC Boulder, Nuclear Madness: Religion and the Psychology of the Nuclear Age)
According to Eliade's theory, the modern secular warrior ought to experience these religious meanings of war only unconsciously. But there is evidence that elements of this religious symbolism survive even in conscious public perceptions. World War II was surely seen as a battle of cosmos against chaos, and often enough as a task of hunting down wild animals. The Germans, reduced in public imagination to subhuman "Huns," were often depicted as dogs, wolves, or other kinds of wild beasts. The Japanese were even more totally stripped of their humanity. The ubiquitous term "Jap" became almost synonymous with some form of animal (most often in images of monkeys, snakes, rodents, and vermin), and Americans commonly spoke of the war in the Pacific as a hunting expedition.' President Truman wrote to a critic of the Hiroshima bombing: "When you have to deal with a beast you have to treat him as a beast. It is most regrettable but nevertheless true." During World War II America, like all nations at war, justified its actions by the hunter's principle that one must become a beast in order to kill a beast. This principle helped plunge the whole world into apparent chaos. Yet American troops received the blessing of all the nation's religious denominations. The soldier had a special sacred status that was sometimes explicitly articulated but always implicitly present. The average GI was widely praised as emulating heroic models from the pioneers and the colonial Minutemen to the medieval crusaders and (in the case of the war dead) the early Christian martyrs and their prototype, Jesus Christ. Americans often voiced their feeling that the nation had been lifted out of its ordinary profane existence into a time of heightened intensity in which the world's destiny hung in the balance.' In all these ways, the historical event was interpreted in terms of universal religious and mythic categories. An assimilation of unique events to eternal archetypes is common enough in the life of homo religiosus; it is perhaps the most effective way to deny the ultimate reality of change and escape the effects of profane time. The historian of religions recognizes a dialectic at work here, however. When a new event is interpreted as if it were merely a repetition of an old event, the meaning of the old event is enriched, enlarged, and to some degree transformed. This process of application guarantees that myths and symbols will continue to grow in meaning. For example, while World War II was understood as a religious ordeal, the religious meaning of war was enriched by the novel qualities of World War II. Most notably, the innovation of large-scale aerial bombing broke down the line separating civilian from soldier and created "total war" in its distinctively modern sense. For the first time, war's aim was not so much to defeat the enemy's army as to destroy the enemy's industrial capacity and civilian morale by bombing large cities. War was no longer a matter of army against army but nation against nation. The entire enemy nation therefore became the animal to be hunted down, and correspondingly civilians in our own nation felt their status transformed as well (though perhaps not quite as much as those who actually donned the uniform). Since the war seemed to be everywhere, and everyone was called on to contribute to the war effort, every act was charged with new meaning. In terms of homo religiosus' worldview, the world was changed into a chaotic battlefield filled with warring packs of wild animals, making every act, whether of soldier or civilian, religiously meaningful as an animal sacrifice. Advances in global communications further extended this sense of the whole world plunged into chaos, for World War II was the first truly global war. Yet precisely because the chaos seemed total, the perception of "our world" as morally good and the enemy as morally evil was equally total. Total chaos was now evoked in the service of a radically dualistic struggle for immutable order. And the hope generated by the war was a hope for total renewal, an eschatological purification of the whole world. Dwight Eisenhower spoke for most Americans when he called the enemy "a completely evil conspiracy with which no com-promise could be tolerated. Because only by the utter destruction of the Axis was a decent world possible, the war became for me a crusade in the traditional sense of that often misused word."6 Here was another fundamental change in the religious meaning of war: the "mystical solidarity" between hunter and victim was consciously denied, the hunter's traditional concern that the victim be able to regenerate itself was forgotten, and unconditional surrender—the total extermination of chaos—became the goal. Perhaps the rapid post-war turn-around, in which the United States befriended its enemies and helped them regenerate economically, indicates that the mystical solidarity had never actually disappeared. But the changes wrought by World War II have certainly affected popular thinking about war throughout the postwar era. World War II as Paradigm Just as World War II was assimilated to a mythic paradigm, so it became the paradigm repeated in the Cold War, concretizing the religious meanings of war for our own time. World War II is often nostalgically recalled as the end of an era: "the last good war," the last time that good and evil were clearly delineated and good triumphed decisively over evil, so that "our world" could be saved and renewed. But in another sense 1945 seems to be a beginning: the year in which "our world" was first created, the year we would like to relive continually. Certainly the postwar era was a time of unprecedented American hegemony, so the war itself could be seen as the chaos prerequisite to the assumption of sovereignty and the founding of a new world order (symbolized by the formation of the United Nations). In this new world the Russian bear and its allies have often been depicted as dreaded monsters to be hunted down. But the hunt is still viewed as a sacrifice that must be offered if we are to retain a living connection with the pristine time when our postwar world was born. The World War II paradigm teaches us that only unreserved sacrifice—always of national resources and sometimes of lives—offers the possibility of unlimited victory. It also teaches us that the war must be fought through to unlimited victory, for the outcome must be either perfect world order or total chaos. There can be no thought of a relatively stable yet permanently unpredictable political situation. The advent of huge nuclear arsenals, nuclear parity, and Mutually Assured Destruction have radically changed the meaning of victory and therefore of war itself, however. Since we hesitate to carry out the hunt directly with weapons of war, other means of competition have been found. Primary among them is that ubiquitous image of the nuclear age, the arms race—the head-to-head competition that forms a common paradigm for the arousal of "magical heat" in religious ritual. There are also other races: the struggle for economic supremacy, the battle for influence in the Third World, the many diplomatic and political wars of words, the contests at the negotiating table, etc. Indeed every facet of life has become a potential political battleground. The need to find other forms of competition has intensified the new meaning of war arising from World War II. With the line between soldier and civilian erased, the front is everywhere, and everyone is on it at all times. When Cold War rages, it is even more global than the "hot" war it emulates. Since every act can contribute to defeating the enemy, the line between war and peace is erased too. The Cold War becomes a ubiquitous fact of life, and the nation willingly accepts a permanent national security state. War thus becomes a hunting expedition involving the entire nation every hour of every day. Any act by any citizen can contribute to its success and therefore be charged with religious meaning and power. This expedition brandishes its weapons at will,' but it has so far refrained from launching them, recognizing that the consequences might well be "mutual suicide." This restraint in using the weapons suggests that we now fear the chaos of war as much as we fear the chaos of the enemy. In other words, both war and enemy now have the same symbolic meaning. So our war against the enemy can easily become a self-proclaimed virtuous struggle against war itself, waged in the name of peace as well as "our way of life." In fact, the outcome of this process of symbolic change is that peace has become synonymous with "our way of life" in public rhetoric. When Cold War tensions are relaxed, the war against the enemy can just as easily be transformed into a war against war itself. The destructive power of the Bomb has directed the nation's aspirations more than ever to a new world order purified of the evil of war. War has thus taken on a new cultural meaning; perhaps never before has war itself been proclaimed the enemy in such forthright terms, for never before have the stakes been perceived as so high. If the recognition of war as "mutual suicide" creates a new symbolic meaning for war, it also leads back to the original sense of war as a hunt in which the hunter and hunted are bound together in a mystical solidarity. Once again, the hunting expedition comes to see the use of its weapons as a form of mutual sacrifice. As we turn to other forms of competition to avoid this ultimate sacrifice, the enemy joins us in a mystical solidarity of mutual confrontation mingled with varying degrees of cooperation, which generates immense amounts of political heat—just as the technological aspects of the arms race quite literally generate heat through fission and fusion. Do we expect any creativity or renewal of life to come from all these forms of heat? Many Americans see our stiffened resolve to defend our country as a renewal of patriotic values and the "American spirit," which means in religious terms a renewal of the cosmos. Many see valuable technological and economic progress stimulated by military competition. Many proclaim an unprecedented era of world peace brought on by the weapons whose very destructiveness (they trust) renders them unusable. And for many, "the end of the Cold War" means the crumbling of "the evil empire," a victory of the West over the Soviet Union, and a realization of 1945's promise of global American hegemony. Finally, there is a persistent belief in some quarters that if the ultimate heat of the arms race were detonated, we could survive, begin anew, and very possibly build a purified reinvigorated world. This belief persists, in part, because it is fueled by the World War II paradigm. If the bloody sacrifices of World War II regenerated the world, should not the "mutual suicide" of World War III do the same? Indeed, since the chaos of World War III would be incomparably greater, should it not lead to a grander and more completely new creation? The very term World War III, so commonly applied to a war between the nuclear superpowers, inevitably evokes cosmogonic hope. Even when used by those who consciously eschew nuclear weapons, it cannot fail to suggest unconscious associations with all the symbolic meanings of World War II (and World War I, which was also charged with eschatological hope, at least for Americans). Every reference to a nuclear cataclysm as World War III implies that we need not refrain from using these weapons forever. World War III, like its forerunners, might be just the mutually generated heat we need for a global renewal.
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This debate is a contest between the Aff’s Pearl Harbor story and the Negative critique—the role of the judge is to decide whether to adopt the Aff’s story as their own.  The choice is acceptance or critique—even a partial endorsement of the Aff carries with it the baggage of their war story

LARKIN 2001 (Bruce, Professor Emeritus of Politics, UC Santa Cruz, War Stories, p. 46-47)
White’s exploration how a ‘culture of argument’ is revealed by arguments within a text illustrates one way to tease a richer story from narrative. White claims there is such a ‘culture’ and that it may be discerned, and offers reasons—examples from the texts—to persuade his reader that this is so. Following White, we are interested in what sorts of arguments ‘make sense’ among citizens and officials considering war. But we are also interested in how arguments are made, and what arguments are made. When war is the subject, medium and content—the story and its elements—are inseparably related. This is so because war is inherently sequential and episodic, as is diplomacy and maneuver prior to war, and concerns intent, cause, and efficacy. To ‘make sense’ arguments must be claims about intent, cause, and efficacy, affirmed by reference to experience, which in turn is available only in the form of stories. It is useful to think of stories in three distinct ways: as wholes, as vessels for explicit causal claims, and as carriers of implicit causal claims. Even those voiced in the truncated, condensed form of slogans and characterizations (“surprise attack,” “evil empire,” “free world”) imply causal episodes. In turn, all causal claims imply stories. If the effect is complex, any number of stories will be suggested. For example, to say “The Zimmermann telegram drove the United States into WWI” opens onto the possibility of accounts of Wilson, the Congress, the public, and their responses to the telegram. One story persuasively introducing a new ‘cause’ can give rise to manifold accounts of ‘effects’ as stories cascade. Each such story reproduces the ‘cause’. Each time the story is heard or read, it creates an occasion. We will refer several times in this work to the ‘adoption test’. When a person hears a story, he or she asks, or may ask, “do I adopt this story as my own?” and “why?” Adopting a story as one’s own admits many variations, apart from the obvious, such as adopting it provisionally, or as unlikely, or even as a story that is wrong but therefore useful for teaching. On hearing a story from another, one can go further, asking him why he makes the claims he does. One may challenge the story, as a STORIES 47 lie, or as mistaken, or incomplete. Two people may exchange challenges and reasons: they trade arguments. But in the end, to the extent a story is adopted “as one’s own,” it carries causal claims, as well as even more elemental claims concerning its subject-matter. A story includes existence claims (since it must be about something or someone). It may use categoric terms (war, aggressor), implying that the terms are meaningful and that there are corresponding sets of similar objects. If they are not explicit, existence claims and categoric claims, as well as causal claims, declared purposes, and ostensible reasons for seeking those purposes will be embedded implicitly in the story. If “they hastened to arm” the story probably explains why they did so, or gives the reader hints from which to infer reasons. The story itself, in addition to its embodying arguments about particular effects, carries the weight of ‘why’ it came to the outcome of which it tells and ‘by what criteria’ it is to be evaluated. Stories can be, and often are, fragmentary, incomplete and imperfect. They can rely for their force on matters unstated, such as what has gone before or the known context. In this view, ‘theoretical’ or ‘conceptual’ arguments are nothing but stories told of abstractions and categoric objects. To assert a theory is just to tell a story. And so a theory carries with it the baggage of existence claims and categoric claims, as well as the causal claims in which its explanatory power resides, all deserving a skeptical and critical eye.
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We should examine the Aff as a rhetorical artifact and critique their rhetoric of war—the demand to act without this prior reflection reinforces war stories and military violence

LARKIN 2001 (Bruce, Professor Emeritus of Politics, UC Santa Cruz, War Stories, p. v-viii) 

How do states go to war? What are the circumstances? What is the process? I began this work because I was struck by how often, when talking of possible war, my friends introduced recent wars into the conversation. When talk turned to intentions, that conversation too was punctuated by fragments from history. As I listened, I gradually became persuaded that every political conversation proceeds by offering and comparing selected fragments of larger stories, from which the fragments are drawn and which they in turn invoke. Politics, however, is always about the future, even when past and present are the ostensible subjects. I then realized that political proposals too had all the qualities of stories, that both were interpretive products of imagination, that retold experience supplied much of the stuff from which war plans were made, and that a plan for future war had to be much like a tale of war past. Much could be gained, it seemed, by exploring these practices more fully. Some were just taken for granted, or appeared to lie outside the field of political studies. For whatever reasons, war studies centered on the quest for causes, causes of types of wars and of war ‘in general’, reflecting a supposition that determinate causes and determinate patterns of general causes are the proper object of scholarly inquiry and their discovery its singular purpose. If the search for ‘causes’ gave every evidence of being up a blind alley, could that be because the passage from non-war to war was of a different character, more mundane in its reliance on the ordinary, and yet far more complex than any scheme to identify determinate causes could compass? Were the actual paths to war in specific cases simply tied to the historical and political particulars of those cases so strongly that ‘general causes’ were an illusion? Could indeterminacy and resistance to closure be brought inside a treatment which gave names to those same political practices which others were canvassing for causes? vi WAR STORIES Since it is the leaders who act for or through political structures—states and movements—the first step was to sketch an account which stressed the interplay between leadership and the use of stories. Revised to sharpen the point as this study went on, these were the main steps suggested by typical accounts of the onset of war, but giving more weight to the role of stories than is usually given: First, the fundamental precondition for war is that it is hard to build and easy to destroy. This leads to fear of attack, and greed for spoils. Many authors cite fear and opportunity as underlying sources of war. Second, leaders are puzzled by the threats and opportunities they perceive, especially by threats. Far from being clear and decisive, they are profoundly unsure what to do. They feel themselves on familiar terrain, but also discern novel challenges and uncertainties. They can’t be sure what others will do, or how any initiatives will play out. Third, they believe they must act. The incentives to act are strong. Action is part of their job: they see it that way, and they think others do too. So they ask themselves: “what should we do? what is appropriate in these circumstances?” Fourth, this launches them on a quest for appropriate models, in stories and remembered experience. They will draw upon accounts of past wars in deciding what action is ‘appropriate’ and what to avoid. These accounts are war stories. Of course, such accounts are always representations of the events they purport to capture and summarize, selective and artificial. Even when stories are the work of craftsmen seeking to cleave to the events ‘as they occurred’, accounts inevitably distort lived experience in its richness, connections, sources, intentions of the participants, and consequences. And so war stories are unavoidably fictions, fictions required by the need to talk, the need to share and assess interpreted experience for confirmation itself and as a prelude to possible action. Fifth, they will merge elements from war stories with novel designs, fitted to the specific problem or opportunity they face, to form war plans. War plans are a special kind of war story, a story about the future. They are fictions required by the need to act. Sixth, every step—characterizing the situation, attributing intention to others, drawing selectively on accounts of the past, designing measures for the future, constructing the war plan, offering reasons for its prudence and prospective efficacy—is an inherently interpretive and imaginative move. In any complex polity, participants will conceive a INTRODUCTION xiii multitude of differing interpretations and dispute an array of contending plans. As explained in Chapter 7, plans become salient proposals because of their promise, but a plan is selected because doubts, hesitations, preference for alternatives, and resistance to it no longer meet the negotiated standard of ‘adequate objection’ in the group entrusted with decision. A decision to war does not require that participants hold the same interpretations or prefer the same plan. Therefore there can be no general answer to the questions “what is the cause of war?” or “why are wars fought?” The problem of ‘war causes’ fiercely resists closure. Seventh, but the leadership—believing itself impelled to act—must have closure, which it achieves by submitting the issue of war to authoritative decision. Only in that way can it mobilize hands and resources for the concerted campaign which war requires. For a moment—only a moment—interpretation is frozen, and a text is agreed. And then the floodgates of interpretation and improvisation open again. So one way to read this book is that it is about how leaders choose war. I invite the reader to set aside the model of cool, rational calculators in a Realist world. I suggest instead a world of reasoned but imperfect choice, reliant upon necessarily fictive accounts, in which plans designed to guide action have all the fictive qualities of the accounts from which they are in part drawn. In this world decision itself is an act of political magic, a public illusion by which political institutions suspend interpretation, but for only a fleeting instant, followed by the rebirth and renewal of interpretive display. War Scripts Convey That War is Appropriate This book can also be read as a story of ‘war scripts’. War scripts are general templates representing war as an appropriate response to ‘circumstances like this’. They range from complex contingency plans of the General Staff or Joint Chiefs to street talk: “Anyone push us around, we beat ‘em up.” We argue that the idea that ‘making war’ is appropriate in any circumstances is an unusual idea, but is available through experience, and especially through accounts of war and dispute. Generalized, it is expressed in war scripts. The problem for a nation-state is how to achieve security without encouraging the war script. Every measure for defense thickens the war script itself. This is the counterpart in politics to the security dilemma in arming for defense. viii WAR STORIES To begin a people only need to imagine that there is, or might be, a threatening external enemy. It is easy to say there is one, and hard to prove that one could not appear. Then war scripts spring up. They respond to the question “given threats, or possible threats, what should we do?” The war script provides ready-made ways to prepare to defend against external attack. In our world raising and training an army is the most obvious. To create and keep an army-in-being is also costly, so there must be some ongoing agreement to fund the army. Once a nation-state has gone this far—and almost every nation-state has—the war script is reinforced in training barracks, appropriations committees, electoral halls, and elementary classrooms. It has advocates: analysts, veterans, serving troops, suppliers, and throughout civil society those who remember threats, or who have come to believe threat real. Of course, they may be right about the risks of attack and annihilation. How are they to assess the risks? War stories, accounts and hypotheticals, are the main resource both for assessing risk and for drafting war plans in response. War is a complex activity, with much at stake, so it must be thoroughly prepared. At every level, from leadership’s grand strategic orientation to the most mundane tactical preparations of a squad, there must be plans and routines, well-designed and practiced. War plans are also war stories. In a community which practiced lively and deliberative politics, people would consider the significance of war stories which circulate, and the war scripts to which they give rise. If there are better ways to achieve security than by reliance on the war scripts which now dominate political discourse, what are they, and how can they be placed on the table? This is a second way to read War Stories, and some pragmatic maxims are developed in Chapter 11.
GENERAL LINK

The trope of surprise attack, American unpreparedness, and the need for arms buildup all invoke the memory of Pearl Harbor as an American confrontation with evil

ROSENBERG 2003 (Emily, prof of history at Macalaster College, “September 11, Through the Prism of Pearl Harbor,” Chronicle of Higher Education, Dec 5, http://www.japanfocus.org/-Emily_S_-Rosenberg/1806)
The images and references to Pearl Harbor seem to be all around us as the anniversary of the attack looms. They are instantly recognizable. But what do they mean? The analogies came easily after September 11, 2001, when newspaper headlines picked up the cry of "Infamy!" and President Bush reportedly wrote in his diary that "the Pearl Harbor of the 21st century took place today." As historians who focus on popular memory have insisted, we experience the present through the lens of the past -- and we shape our understanding of the past through the lens of the present. During the decade of the 1990s, Pearl Harbor became an increasingly visible icon of popular memory. Although the 1941 attack had long provided a familiar metaphor with various meanings, the succession of 50th anniversaries that memorialized major World War II events helped revive interest in the symbolism of Pearl Harbor. Best sellers by Tom Brokaw and Stephen E. Ambrose lauded the sacrifices of the "greatest generation" and urged Americans to honor and collect stories from aged veterans before they died. That "memory boom" culture combined with an array of political contexts. During the economic recession of the early 1990s, a flurry of books and articles expressed often hysterical concern over U.S. weakness and the sudden economic prowess of Japan, an imbalance (in fact, short-lived) widely represented as an "economic Pearl Harbor." A movement to exonerate the military commanders at Pearl Harbor, Adm. Husband E. Kimmel and Gen. Walter C. Short, stirred controversy over who bore the blame for Pearl Harbor -- the commanders in Hawaii or Franklin Roosevelt, the Democratic president in the White House. That, in turn, became part of a larger set of partisan "history wars," fought out in both politics and the media, especially after the Republican Party gained control of Congress in 1994. Meanwhile, a new generation of Japanese American activists broke the silence of the past and asked new questions about their community's responses to that singular event that had demarcated such a sharp divide in formulations of racial and national identities. For example, an acrimonious dispute over a new memorial to Japanese American patriotism during World War II, dedicated in Washington in 2000, made public some long-simmering tensions about whether "patriotism" to American ideals consisted of complying with, or resisting, the government's ethnicity-based policies. At the same time, a variety of strategic analysts warned of potential "Pearl Harbors" to make their case that the United States was letting down its national-security guard in the face of electronic, biological, chemical, or more conventional attacks. Pearl Harbor, in short, became a multivocal icon that circulated with increased intensity in diverse contexts during the 1990s and beyond. Hollywood gave the icon its biggest boost. The film Titanic had shown the profit-making potential of a visually stunning spectacle of disaster, love, and survival, all set in the past. The attack at Pearl Harbor, building on the popularity of the "greatest generation" phenomenon, seemed a near-perfect vehicle for a similar blockbuster. Made with assistance from the Pentagon, Pearl Harbor (2001) was extravagant in every way: costs ($135-million), spectacle (merging the actual explosion of old warships with new computer-generated graphics), and promotion. The movie premiered just before Memorial Day 2001, amid a shower of associated television specials, magazine covers, books, consumer offshoots, and journalistic promotions. As it turned out, the film flopped in the reviews and then disappointed expectations at the box office and in DVD sales. By the summer of 2001, nevertheless, memories of Pearl Harbor -- now circulating within a generation that had no direct recollection of the attack -- had become so ubiquitous in American culture that a stranger to the planet might have imagined that the attack had just recently occurred. Less than four months after the premiere of Pearl Harbor, after a summer and spring of hype, those refreshed and updated memories would shape the reactions to a new, even more deadly, surprise attack. "Infamy" framed the first representations of September 11. That word, which since 1941 had become a virtual synonym for the Pearl Harbor attack, was culturally legible to almost everyone. It invoked a familiar, even comforting, narrative: a sleeping nation, a treacherous attack, and the need to rally patriotism and "manly" virtues on behalf of retribution. Structured by the Pearl Harbor story, September 11 seemed the prelude to another struggle between good and evil; to the testing of yet another "greatest generation"; and to an inevitable, righteous victory. The Bush administration and other politicians embraced that Pearl Harbor metaphor as they prepared to strike the Taliban in Afghanistan, and journalists seemed unable to resist reacting to Al Qaeda's assaults within the rhetorical conventions of Pearl Harbor. It was a ready, and easy, metaphor. Experts who flooded the airwaves more often addressed World War II parallels than the complexities of, say, Middle Eastern politics. The familiar melodramatic structure -- deadly threat followed by resolve and unconditional military triumph -- helped sketch a powerfully reassuring story about a world that, for Americans, was suddenly filled with mourning, national insecurity, and personal anxiety. The symbol of Pearl Harbor offered a healing balm in a time of great popular fear and keep-the-message-simple mass media. Less than three months after the fall of the towers, the 60th-anniversary commemorations of the Pearl Harbor attack itself further solidified the identification between the two events. New Yorkers journeyed to Hawaii to embrace Pearl Harbor survivors. George H.W. Bush addressed both attacks in speeches at two museums that honored the Pacific War. His son, the president, proclaimed Dec. 7 National Pearl Harbor Remembrance Day, with a reminder about "the presence of evil in the world"; then he flew to Norfolk, Va., to gather with people who had witnessed the Pearl Harbor attack. From the deck of one of the first aircraft carriers to launch strikes against the Taliban in Afghanistan, he proclaimed, "We've seen their kind before. The terrorists are the heirs to fascism." Once Pearl Harbor and September 11 became rhetorically intertwined, however, the spread of disparate meanings could not be easily contained. The attack on Pearl Harbor had never represented only one story, one "lesson," or one set of rhetorical conventions. If the framework of "infamy" initially marshaled remembrance of a deadly surprise attack by "evil" racial others, the story of Pearl Harbor could easily evoke other contexts as well. One of those was the "sleeping" metaphor. American films, cartoons, comedians, and commentators during World War II commonly depicted "Uncle Sam" as having been "asleep" during the 1930s. One of the most widely read books on Pearl Harbor after the war was Gordon W. Prange's At Dawn We Slept (1981), and nearly every rendition of the attack since the film Tora! Tora! Tora! has invoked the quote, attributed to the Japanese admiral Isoroku Yamamoto, about the dangers of "awakening a sleeping giant." During World War II, the sleeping metaphor was often directed at isolationists, specifically at Roosevelt's Republican opponents in Congress, who had resisted any substantial military buildup during the 1930s. Now it helped frame questions about America's preparedness for the attacks of September 11, but this time it had been Congress and its panels of expert witnesses who had warned publicly of future "Pearl Harbors" and urged greater alertness. Time magazine's cover of May 27, 2002, featured "WHILE AMERICA SLEPT" in big red letters. Underneath were the statements "What Bush Knew Before 9/11" and "Why So Little Was Done." This year Gerald L. Posner's detailed study of intelligence and other political failures leading up to the September 2001 attacks took the title Why America Slept. Questions about blame also suggested another Pearl Harbor-era word: "Inquiry." There had been numerous wartime and postwar investigations of what went wrong at Pearl Harbor. At the time, it was Republicans who charged the Roosevelt administration and the Democratic-controlled Congress with trying to protect themselves by scapegoating the commanders in Hawaii. Having gained control of Congress in 1994, Republicans, along with a few Democratic allies, called for new investigations into Pearl Harbor and shifted the blame for the lack of preparedness to President Franklin Roosevelt. By 2003, however, the politics of inquiry were very different. A Republican president confronted questions about his administration's failure to anticipate a surprise attack, and a Republican Congress rallied to limit investigations. Finally forced to appoint an independent, bipartisan investigation, the Bush administration and the commission locked horns over access to documents, just as had happened during the Pearl Harbor investigations more than 50 years earlier. As Republican enthusiasm for new inquiries into Pearl Harbor faded, Democratic calls for ones related to September 11 mounted. As the Republican Bush administration built an enlarged national security state, it crafted, ironically, new governmental powers and claims of secrecy that were reminiscent of the Democratic Roosevelt's wartime administration. Slowly but steadily, yet another Pearl Harbor analogy emerged. Just after December 7, Roosevelt's most embittered critics charged him with manipulating a "back door to war" -- provoking a Japanese attack and opening a "back door" to American involvement in the war that had already engulfed Europe. The more extreme view suggested a dark conspiracy: The Roosevelt administration knew the attack was coming, failed to send clear and urgent messages of an imminent assault to the Pacific commanders, and then covered up its misdeeds. A milder version argued simply that Roosevelt welcomed a convenient provocation to enter the war and did nothing to avoid its coming. Those back-door stories, which had circulated throughout the postwar era, gained additional visibility during the 1990s. In an analysis of the Bush administration's policy making published in 2002, the always provocative Gore Vidal overtly invoked the title of one of the most prominent back-door works, Perpetual War for Perpetual Peace, edited by Harry Elmer Barnes in 1953. In his own back-door-to-empire interpretation, Vidal postulated that the Bush-Cheney oil group had plotted to beef up America's imperial presence in the Caspian and gulf oil regions and then used Al Qaeda's conveniently timed attack to justify conquest. Michael Meacher, a former minister in Tony Blair's government, writing in The Guardian, pointed to the pre-9/11 imperial dreams of the Project for the New American Century, a private group that included people who subsequently became top members of the Bush defense establishment. A report by the group, Meacher wrote, had even argued that it would take some new "Pearl Harbor" to get Americans to support their globalist agenda, and he implied that some kind of attack would not have been entirely unwelcome. Back-door-to-empire interpretations, very prevalent outside of the United States, increasingly gained visibility here at home as questions began to circulate about ignored intelligence briefings, the Federal Aviation Administration's decisions on September 11, and puzzling timetables about what the president was told and when he was told it. Politicians, in particular, often claim that the study of history teaches certain clear, and singular, "lessons." An examination of the uses of Pearl Harbor, however, suggests that history offers an arena for a diversity of narratives and for continuing debate about their possible meanings. Pearl Harbor stories have long been generating diverse debates, especially over the conduct of foreign policy, the global expansion of American power, and executive-branch responsibility. It is hardly surprising that September 11, so embedded within Pearl Harbor's metaphorical structures, has already sparked controversy over similar concerns. The politics of memory are no less complex than any other form of politics. Pearl Harbor and September 11 thus stand as reusable and interrelated icons, shaping popular memories of past and present. Through Pearl Harbor, many of the rhetorical conventions of September 11 have been established; through September 11, the diverse understandings of Pearl Harbor have been reiterated. Through both events, longstanding debates about government's role and the direction of foreign policy can be refracted, recalled, and conducted anew.
SPACE MIL LINK
The threat of a “Space Pearl Harbor” is used to mobilize public support behind the most excessive space militarization—this rhetoric sanitizes the history of World War II and alienates other countries and undermines US security
WOKUSCH 2001 (Heather, freelance writer and author with an MA in clinical psychology, “Space Pearl Harbor,” Freezerbox Magazine, June 13, http://www.freezerbox.com/archive/article.php?id=142)
As moviegoers throng to Hollywood's politically correct, dumbed-down version of "The Good War," a different kind of Pearl Harbor is being pursued in Bush's "Star Wars" program--and in both, truth is the first casualty. It's easier to focus on good looking actors and grandiose bomb sequences than on painful realities; why risk box office mega-profits by putting Pearl Harbor in its proper context? Acknowledging the 1930 London Naval Treaty, which denied Japan hegemony in its own waters, or the embargo on oil and scrap metal (which one of the judges in the post-war Tokyo War Crimes Tribunal termed "a clear and potent threat to Japan's very existence") is seen as less important than close-ups of Ben Affleck. Why show the internments and atomic bombs that followed, or deal with racism as exemplified by Harry Truman's description of the Japanese as "savages, ruthless, merciless, and fanatic"? The war is much easier to "sell" by toning down the ugliness that led up to and followed Pearl Harbor, and instead pumping up US nationalistic fervor glorifying "the greatest generation" and the military-industrial complex it supported. Isolationism prefers limited context. Fast forward almost 60 years from Pearl Harbor, and the US military-industrial complex is now so firmly entrenched that the foreign policy platform of the current US administration has been written by none other than a top executive of Lockheed Martin, Bruce Jackson. The fact that Lockheed Martin is the world's largest weapons manufacturer and a major beneficiary of US space warfare preparations is not seen as a conflict of interest; neither apparently is the fact that Lynne Cheney, the vice president's wife, was a Lockheed Martin board member right up until January of this year. So it comes as no surprise that the Bush-Cheney administration now plans to arm the heavens, and that 75 corporations (with Lockheed Martin, Aerojet and Boeing at the top of the list) have been chosen to reap obscene profits providing the weapons. The administration's grand plan is laid out in the January 2001 report by the US "Space Commission" ( Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization) and related documents put out by the US Space Command: The overall mission is to dominate "the space dimension of military operations to protect US interests and investments," and since under globalization "the gap between 'have' and 'have-not' nations will widen--creating regional unrest" more creative weaponry is needed to protect US interests. It is interesting that the report frequently refers to this perceived threat as "Space Pearl Harbor." The proposed solution is "multi-layered," including both National Missile Defense (NMD) which most consider at this point a pipe dream, and the more easily attainable Theater Missile Defense (TMD) which places space-based weaponry close to an area of conflict. Referring to the 1972 Antiballistic Missile Treaty (ABM) as a throwback to "a far different time in a far different world," Bush proposes to isolate the US by withdrawing from this and other international laws on space military activities. For example, even though the US was instrumental in establishing the 1967 Outer Space Treaty, which was ratified by 111 nations to "demilitarize space before it got weaponized" the Space Commission sees its current Star Wars program as somehow exempt. And when the UN General Assembly took a vote last November regarding "Prevention of An Arms Race In Outer Space," 163 nations voted in favor and just three abstained: the US, Israel and Micronesia (a beneficiary of US aid). The theory that negating peace treaties will make the world a safer place is not shared by most governments, which explains why the Bush administration's recent 10-day Star Wars road-show was such a global flop. Some nations expressed strong doubts about NMD technology, others insisted that biological and chemical weapons pose much more of a threat than random missiles from "rogue" countries, and still others maintained that diplomacy and arms control are more effective in preventing nuclear proliferation than isolationist rhetoric. The reaction was summed up by Russian Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov, "The offered reasoning fails to convince us and the majority of the world nations that potential threats require the dismantling of the entire body of agreements on disarmament." With all the money at stake, however, there is little chance Star Wars will retire anytime soon. Cost estimates vary from $60 billion to $500 billion, and corporate paybacks are already in place. TRW (for which Vice President Cheney was a board member) is currently testing its hugely expensive Alpha high-energy space laser, and a second laser (a joint project between Lockheed Martin, Boeing, TRW and the US military, slated at $20-30 billion) has conveniently been assigned to Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott's home state of Mississippi. And there is the issue that many US voters seem to enjoy the false sense of security promised by missile shields, so much that the political question has not been whether to keep the Star Wars program, but rather by how much to fund it. The isolationist vision of hiding beneath a protective militaristic umbrella is comforting in times devoid of "good wars." If that vision means losing our global/historical context, however, it may prove suicidal.
EVENT LINK

Their deployment of the Pearl Harbor metaphor characterizes it as a discrete event divorced from its historical and political context
ROSENBERG 2003 (Emily, DeWitt Wallace Professor of History at Macalester College, A Date Which Will Live, p. 188-189)
Moreover, turning point narratives of Pearl Harbor suggest emplotments of the past that are centered on the detail of conspicuous events, linked together in frequently overblown or all-too-clear cause and effect relationships.  A focus on Pearl Harbor in its detail as an event will often downplay the longue duree that Fernand Braudel and other historians have sought to illuminate.  Economic trends, geopolitical movements, cultural changes that slowly over time condition and set contexts for “events” may find their way into Pearl Harbor history/memory, but accounts of the attack itself often telescope or even eclipse context and divert attention to small-scale detail and the influence of particular personalities.  Finally, in emphasizing history as a didactic guide to the future or promising revelation of a final “truth,” Pearl Harbor stories often work against broad intellectual currents in every field of physical and social knowledge, most of which stress relational, positional, and unstable meanings.  Indeed, assumptions of stabilized history/memory run counter to the very concepts of history or memory.  Pierre Nora, in his monumental work Realms of Memory, tried to redefine history as being “less interested in events themselves than in the construction of events over time.”  Nor a was “less interested in ‘what actually happened’ than in its perpetual reuse.”  Nora, in short, sought to embed history in history.  
Invoking the symbol of Pearl Harbor focuses our attention to war on the specific event divorced from the larger context of violence

WHITE 2003 (Geoffrey, U of Hawaii, “National subjects: September 11 and Pearl Harbor,” American Ethnologist, 31:3, http://www.anthropology.hawaii.edu/People/Faculty/White/pdfs/aeProofs.pdf)
It may seem obvious to say that the emotional power of Pearl Harbor and September 11 derives from the fact that both events involved the sudden, violent death of thousands of people. As such, they are not only recalled as violent events or histories, but they are also memorialized through acts of remembrance, large and small, formal and informal. Over the course of the past three years, an expanding range of stories and memorial activities, from the intensely personal to the grandly ceremonial, has focused public attention on the human toll of the September 11 attacks. Even though representations of September 11 are as contested as the war(s) that followed, acts of memorializing— constantly at the center of mass-mediated representations— have been less controversial. Stories of violent death and suffering readily command sympathy and respect. Yet lurking just beneath the surface of scholarly discussion of these sentiments is the worry that emotion is easily recruited to the service of militant nationalism. As Catherine Lutz writes, Even some of those who now have multiple flags pasted on or flying from their cars and homes and clothes mean simply to memorialize the dead, not face down enemies, foreign or domestic. But the symbol’s danger is its muteness, which allows each flag to be gathered together by the administration and claimed as its own belligerent charter. [2002:294] Person-centered memory Historically, ritualized recognition of those who died in war, in the service of the nation, has been a powerful means of engendering national subjectivity. As John Gillis writes of Europe, ‘‘In the interwar period the spirit and image of the fallen were repeatedly mobilized on film as well as in political rhetoric to serve a variety of causes. . . . They had become the very embodiment of national identities’’ (1994:11; cf. Mosse 1980). By narrativizing the September 11 attacks as ‘‘war,’’ the U.S. administration worked to create the conditions of war and to render the context of violence one of national suffering and sacrifice.5 Whereas visual images of spectacular destruction at Pearl Harbor and the WTC have become emblematic of those events (the exploding battleships of Pearl Harbor and the burning twin towers; White 2003), these images remain largely ambiguous in terms of moral or emotional meaning.6 They are ‘‘empty signifiers’’ that require some form of narrative to fill in their human drama.7 Despite wide differences in their historical circumstances, then, Pearl Harbor and September 11 show striking similarities in the importance of personal stories for their emotional meaning. Before looking at some of the means used to construct historic events as personal experience, it is important to note that historical moments such as Pearl Harbor and September 11 create event-centered frames for memory that are amenable to narrative and dramaturgical modes of representation. Because both events centered on attack scenes coded in visual images of destruction, they provide a lens that focuses storytelling on moments of violence and on the human dramas that unfolded around them.8
WORLD WAR II MEMORY IMPACT

The narrative of World War II as the “good war” masks genocidal racism by the United States—critiquing these representations is necessary to prevent endless waves of bloody intervention

MICKEY Z 2005 (Mickey Z, lectures on foreign policy at MIT, author of a book on World War II, “Good War Myth: 60 Years is Enough,” Information Clearing House May 12, http://www.informationclearinghouse.info/article8815.htm)
As we pass yet another decade since the official end of WWII, well, you know what that means: anniversary mania. In the midst of our current war vs. evil, America is yet again celebrating the original "good war." More than just a good war, in fact, corporate media shill Tom Brokaw deemed WWII "the greatest war the world has seen." But the US fought that war against racism with a segregated army. It fought that war to end atrocities by participating in the shooting of surrendering soldiers, the starvation of POWs, the deliberate bombing of civilians, wiping out hospitals, strafing lifeboats, and in the Pacific boiling flesh off enemy skulls to make table ornaments for sweethearts. FDR, the leader of this anti-racist, anti-atrocity force, signed Executive Order 9066, interning over 100,000 Japanese-Americans without due process...thus, in the name of taking on the architects of German prison camps became the architect of American prison camps. Before, during, and after the Good War, the American business class traded with the enemy. Among the US corporations that invested in the Nazis were Ford, GE, Standard Oil, Texaco, ITT, IBM, and GM (top man William Knudsen called Nazi Germany "the miracle of the 20th century"). And while the US regularly turned away Jewish refugees to face certain death in Europe, another group of refugees was welcomed with open arms after the war: fleeing Nazi war criminals who were used to help create the CIA and advance America's nuclear program. US General Curtis LeMay, commander of the 1945 Tokyo fire bombing operation, summed up: "I suppose if I had lost the war, I would have been tried as a war criminal. Fortunately, we were on the winning side." The enduring Good War fable goes well beyond Memorial Day barbecues and flickering black-and-white movies on late night TV. WWII is America's most popular war. According to accepted history, it was an inevitable war forced upon a peaceful people thanks to a surprise attack by a sneaky enemy. This war, then and now, has been carefully and consciously sold to us as a life-and-death battle against pure evil. For most Americans, WWII was nothing less than good and bad going toe-to-toe in khaki fatigues. But, Hollywood aside, John Wayne never set foot on Iwo Jima. Despite the former president's dim recollections, Ronald Reagan did not liberate any concentration camps. And, contrary to popular belief, FDR never actually got around to sending our boys "over there" to take on Hitler's Germany until after the Nazis had already declared war on the US first. American lives weren't sacrificed in a holy war to avenge Pearl Harbor nor to end the Nazi Holocaust. WWII was about territory, power, control, money, and imperialism. What we're taught about the years leading up to the Good War involves the alleged appeasement of the Third Reich. If only the Allies were stronger in their resolve, the fascists could have been stopped. Having made that mistake once, the mantra goes, we can't make it again. Comparing modern-day tyrants like Saddam Hussein to Adolf Hitler and invoking the A Word (appeasement) activates the following historical façade: After whipping the original axis of evil in a noble and popular war, the US and its allies can now wave the banner of humanitarianism and intervene with impunity across the globe without their motivations being severely questioned...especially when every enemy is likened to Hitler. But it wasn't appeasement that took place prior to WWII. It was, at best, indifference; at worst it was collaboration...based on economic greed and more than a little shared ideology. US investment in Germany accelerated by more than 48% between 1929 and 1940, while declining sharply everywhere else in Europe. For many US companies, operations in Germany continued during the war (even if it meant the use of concentration-camp slave labor) with overt US government support. For example, American pilots were given instructions not to hit factories in Germany that were owned by US firms. As a result, German civilians began using the Ford plant in Cologne as an air raid shelter. The pursuit of profit long ago transcended national borders and loyalty. Doing business with Hitler's Germany or Mussolini's Italy proved no more unsavory to the captains of industry than, say, selling military hardware to Indonesia does today. What's a little repression when there's money to be made? This is where the most relevant similarities between Hussein and Hitler exist. Despite committing atrocities, both murderers received overt and covert support from the US...in the name of profit and capitalism. Make no mistake: The US, with its stockpile of lethal weapons and no shortage of leaders dying to use them, has never been in the business of appeasement. When President-Select Bush says, "You are either with us or against us," he's merely selling old wine in a new bottle. When the US entered WWII, patriotism was the watchword and denial was the order of the day. For example, the publicity arm of the American Motion Picture Industry put out a full-page ad in several magazines in 1942. Entitled "Our Morale is Mightier than the Sword," the ad poetically declared in order to win the war, "Our minds must be as keen as our swords, our hearts as strong as our tanks, our spirits as buoyant as our planes. For morale is a mighty force-as vital as the materials of war themselves...it is the job of the Motion Picture Industry to keep 'em smiling." Indeed, if the folks back home had any idea was really going on, let's hope less of them would have been smiling. That was the true genius of "Good War" propaganda: lies of omission. Author John Steinbeck served as a wartime correspondent. "We were all part of the war effort," he later remarked. "We went along with it, and not only that, we abetted it. I don't mean that the correspondents were liars. It is in the things not mentioned that the untruth lies. The foolish reporter who broke the rules would not be printed at home and in addition would be put out of the theater by the command." If the working class is kept unaware of what is being done in their name, rebellion is unlikely. If the average citizen in inundated with images designed to demonstrate that the US government has always acted in a benevolent manner, rebellion appears unnecessary. As a result, justification is crucial for those in power. Films like Steven Spielberg's "Saving Private Ryan," for example, are popular attempts at such justification. Even if war is hell and the good guys sometimes lose their way, these vehicles teach us that there is still no reason to question either the morality of the mission or the stature of that particular generation. Thanks to the seductive power of myth, millionaire celebrities like Spielberg, Brokaw, and others gain further wealth and prestige by playing the role of corporate/military propagandist to an audience deceived and pacified by jingoistic hysteria and the solace it often provides. Revolutionary pacifist A.J. Muste said in 1941, "The problem after war is with the victor. He thinks he has just proved that war and violence pay. Who will now teach him a lesson?" Precisely how and when such a lesson will be taught is not known, but it can be safely assumed that this lesson will never be learned from a standard college textbook, an insipid bestseller, or a manipulative box office smash. The past 60 years have also shown that without such a lesson, there will be many more wars and many more lies told to obscure the truth about them.
RELIGION/GENDER INTERNAL

Pearl Harbor evokes a religious memory of World War II and devotion to American nationalism

ROSENBERG 2003 (Emily, DeWitt Wallace Professor of History at Macalester College, A Date Which Will Live, p. 32-33)
American nationalism, like all nationalisms that bind political communities, is an imaginary that must be continually retaught and reconstituted in culture.  The Roosevelt administration fashioned the “infamy” at Pearl Harbor into a resonant and long-lasting symbol of nationalism, reinvigorating national unity and power while countering centrifugal pressures and fractures.  “Infamy was the note that struck home, the word that welded the country together,” wrote Walter Lord in the concluding sentence of his Day of Infamy, still probably the most widely read book on Pearl Harbor.  The basic allegory of Pearl Harbor predated the attack itself.  It fit preexistent traditions, updating the Custer and Alamo motifs that held such emotional power in national memories before World War II.  Throughout the war, the rallying cry of “Remember Pearl Harbor” served to remind Americans of the treacherous character of the enemy, to underscore the morality of the cause, to rally support for preparedness and for unrelenting military action if attacked, to warn against “sleeping” and isolationism, against weakness and dissent.  This infamy framework expressed the causes and justifications of the war in terms of national character rather than national interest.  It rooted the story of the Pacific War not in geopolitics but in a highly personalized and religiously tinged language of retribution.  After the war, the term “Pearl Harbor” served as a rhetorical resources in support of building an effective intelligence capability, maintaining ongoing military preparedness, and sustaining a masculine ethos that placed loyalty to nation above personal imperatives and associated itself with military power.  It assured that any defeat of the United States by outsiders would become a prelude to a glorious American victory.  Examination of the infamy framework suggests how building blocks of memory/history take shape.  Familiarity of structure; memory activists who fashion compelling phrases, images and narratives; and intertextual repetition and circulation all played a part.  Infamy, in short, became the first, and perhaps most entrenched, rhetorical formulation of the events at Pearl Harbor.  Others, however, quickly developed.
RACISM IMPACT

The experience of Muslims after 9-11 proves that the Pearl Harbor metaphor is deployed to sustain racist violence

LUGAY 2005 (Arvin, J.D., University of California, Berkeley School of Law, 12 Asian L.J. 209)
The bombing of Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, aroused strong antagonism towards ethnic Japanese in America. 28 Many Americans feared even fellow citizens of Japanese descent, who were considered "incurably foreign." 29 Americans in general were unable or unwilling to distinguish between citizens of the Empire of Japan and Americans of Japanese descent. 30 Statements by prominent government officials such as General DeWitt voiced assumptions that ethnic Japanese, no matter what their citizenship, would maintain their alliance with Japan. General DeWitt, the man in charge of the Western Defense Command, expressed this anti-foreign sentiment when he stated that "A Jap's a Jap." 31 In his "Final Recommendation," DeWitt asserted that, "racial affinities are not severed by migration. The Japanese race is an enemy race and while many second and third generation Japanese born on United States soil, possessed of United States citizenship have become "Americanized' the racial strains are undiluted." 32 DeWitt's statements reflect the same sentiment of "incurable [*213] foreignness" that underlies the rationale for the abridgement of civil rights to Arab and Muslim Americans in today's "War on Terror." 33 Fear of subsequent attacks on the West Coast prompted President Franklin D. Roosevelt to issue Executive Order 9066 on February 9, 1942, which authorized military commanders in the western United States to issue whatever orders were necessary for national security. 34 Although DeWitt's plan for mass exclusion of Japanese Americans prompted the adoption of the Executive Order, the order conveniently made no mention of race or ethnicity. 35 Congress also criminalized disobedience of military regulations issued pursuant to the executive order. 36 Curfew regulations imposed upon all persons of Japanese ancestry in military areas created under the authority of the Executive Order were upheld as Constitutional by the Supreme Court. 37 Such regulations were considered within the government's war powers because they were aimed at protecting areas in danger of Japanese invasion and air attack from espionage and sabotage. 38 By December, the War Relocation Authority had concentrated nearly 120,000 Japanese on the West Coast into ten desolate camps, surrounded by barbed wire and armed sentries. 39 This all took place without the declaration of martial law on the continental United States and without individualized determinations of guilt or disloyalty. 40 Those who were sent to the internment camps were forced to abandon their homes, farms, and businesses. 41 They had to store or sell all of their possessions with just a few days' notice. 42 Without requiring individual determinations of guilt, the practical effect of the Executive Order was to declare nearly all ethnic Japanese in the United States guilty of disloyalty just because of their race. The Supreme Court affirmed the constitutionality of the curfew and exclusion orders in the 1943 and 1944 cases of Hirabayashi v. United [*214] States, 43 Yasui v. United States, 44 and Korematsu v. United States, 45 although further examination of the issue revealed the superficiality of the court's examination of the issue. In 1982, a Congressionally appointed blue ribbon committee came to the conclusion that the internment was not motivated by any genuine military necessity, but was instead the result of "race prejudice, war hysteria, and a failure of political leadership." 46 Furthermore, in the early 1980s, newly uncovered documents revealed that the Supreme Court was not given complete or accurate information regarding the internment cases. 47 The Department of War and the Department of Justice had suppressed key evidence from the Office of Naval Intelligence, the Federal Bureau of Intelligence, and Federal Communications Commission. 48 This discovery indicated that government officials had deliberately altered, destroyed and suppressed evidence that the military's allegations of disloyalty and espionage on the part of Japanese Americans were false. 49 As a result of this new evidence, the federal courts vacated Korematsu and Hirabayashi's convictions. 50 But despite the success of Korematsu and Hirabayashi, American law and society still continue to use what Leti Volpp calls "Orientalist tropes" that define the national identity of the United States "in opposition to those categorized as "foreigners,' "aliens,' and "others.'" 51 This discourse of Orientalism in America defines the West, which is considered "modern, democratic, and progressive," through its opposition to the East, which is characterized as "primitive, barbaric, and despotic." 52 "September 11 gave this discourse new currency in relation to what areas are depicted as barbaric regions that spawn terror." 53 Following the September 11, 2001 attacks, Arab and Muslim Americans have replaced the post-World War II Japanese as the new presumptively disloyal group in America. After the passage of the Uniting and Strengthening America by Providing Appropriate Tools Required to Intercept and Obstruct Terrorism (USA PATRIOT Act), 54 Arab and Muslim non-citizens have had very little in terms of legal protection. 55 The USA PATRIOT Act subjects non-citizens to guilt and deportation by [*215] association, ideological exclusion, unilateral executive detention, and racial profiling. 56 For example, the USA PATRIOT Act enabled the government to hold over 1000 people in mass preventive detention for weeks or months without charges. 57 The people in detention did not have access to lawyers, and in many cases their families were not told where they were. 58 Almost none of the persons arrested and detained were shown to have been engaged in terrorist activity and very few have been charged with crimes. 59 Although the government "refused to release even the most basic information about these individuals - their names, where they are held, and the immigration or criminal charges filed against them - we know that the vast majority of those detained appear to be Middle Eastern, Muslim, or South Asian." 60 The Department of Justice has engaged in racial profiling in what has been described as a dragnet. 61 It has conducted more than five thousand investigatory interviews of male non-citizens between the ages of eighteen and thirty-three who sought entry into the country since January 1, 2000 on tourist, student, and business visas. These individuals generally come from Middle Eastern or Islamic countries or countries with suspected ties to Al Qaeda. 62 Although these interviews are called voluntary interviews, those targeted are not free of coercion or consequences. 63 More significantly, the U.S. government does not consider all non-citizens or immigrants equally suspect: "immigrants from nations with purported ties to al Qaeda receive increased attention through a form of profiling based on a combination of immigration status and nationality." 64 This form of "immigration-plus" profiling conflates nationality with religion and targets immigrants from nations with sizable Muslim populations for selective enforcement of immigration laws. 65 Immigration status combined with a presumed Muslim identity serves as a proxy for terrorism danger. 66 The government has prioritized the deportation of men from Arab countries or countries that have Al Qaeda terrorist presence or activity; it "has moved to the head of the list of an estimated 320,000 individuals with final orders of deportation those [*216] noncitizens of Middle Eastern or Muslim background." 67 Such selective enforcement constitutes a form of racial profiling. Use of racial profiling extends beyond government officials. Airport officials, airlines, and passengers have also implemented racial profiling on those individuals who appear "Middle Eastern, Arab or Muslim." 68 Many such individuals have been forced to leave airplanes because passengers and airline staff have refused to fly with them on board. 69 This treatment of Arabs and Muslims mirrors the types of sentiments that were directed towards Japanese Americans during World War II. In the context of the Japanese American internment, Japanese Americans were identified as presumptively disloyal foreigners and outsiders. Likewise, Arab and Muslim Americans are suffering the same fate in the context of the current "War on Terror." In both circumstances, the respective targeted groups were subjected, or are being subjected, to an American Orientalist discourse that defined/defines them as outside threats to national security that could/can not be trusted. This categorization has made it easier for American law and society to deny such groups their civil rights protections.
SPACE MIL/WAR IMPACT

The rhetoric of “space Pearl Harbor” encourages overreliance on high-tech warfare—this turns the case and threatens nuclear first use

DOWER 2010 (John, Prof Emeritus of History at MIT and winner of the National Book Award and Pulitzer Prize, Cultures of war: Pearl Harbor, Hiroshima, 9-11, Iraq, p. 145-147)

In this milieu of unremitting insecurity and panic, the "new Pearl Harbor" did not just open the door to war against Saddam Hussein. It was a godsend, more broadly, for those who advocated directing vastly greater resources to the enhancement of sophisticated military hardware. This extended to a revised agenda for nuclear weapons as well as a grand vision of militarizing outer space. This, too, was foreshadowed in the PNAC report, which called for resuming nuclear testing and developing "a new family ol nuclear weapons" including bunker busters capable of destroying deep underground facilities. The PNAC strategists also gave particularly strong emphasis to the need to control the new "international commons" of space and cyberspace, and to this end even proposed creating a military service tentatively titled "U.S. Space Forces." Militarizing outer space was President Ronald Reagan's old "Star Wars" agenda, which took its nickname from the 1977 Hollywood film that also provided Reagan with the "evil empire" label he attached to the Soviet Union. Pentagon planners had devoted increasing attention CO controlling real and virtual space since the revolution in communications technology took off in the 1980s, and this preoccupation was accelerated by the role of electronic warfare in the first Gulf War. These projections, like all others, rested on the assumption of America's unique role as a force for good—not merely in the world, but in the heavens as well. Although the military might of the United States was roughly equivalent to that of the major nations of the rest of the world combined, it was argued that the country was still vulnerable. And the code for such vulnerability—even in outer space—was again Pearl Harbor. This emerged explicitly in a report submitted to Congress on January 11, 2001—just before Bush's inauguration, and precisely nine months before 9-11—by the Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization. The commission was chaired by Donald Rumsfeld from its inception until his nomination as secretary of defense a few weeks before the report was released. Rumsfelds committee warned not once or twice but six times of the danger of a '"Space Pearl Harbor" if the United States did not hasten to consolidate its control over space. One version of the drumbeat warning was this: The question is whether the U.S. will be wise enough to act responsibly and soon enough to reduce U.S. space vulnerability. Or whether, as in the past, a disabling attack against the country and its people— a "Space Pearl Harbor"—will be the only event able to galvanize the nation and cause the U.S. Government to act."-'0 Language was adroitly manipulated in these visions of new frontiers and new challenges in warfare—"space control," for example, was an oblique way of repudiating "arms control"—and September 11 paved the way for accelerated planning for both new uses of nuclear weapons and establishing control of outer space. Thus, in early January of 2002, three weeks before Bush introduced the "axis of evil" notion in his first State of the Union address, the Pentagon released lengthy excerpts from a classified Nuclear Posture Review that posited possible use of nuclear weapons in "immediate, potential, or unexpected contingencies" involving North Korea, Iraq, Iran, Syria, Libya, and China (particularly in a "military confrontation over the status of Taiwan"). The review called for giving serious consideration to whether die United States should "develop an entirely new [nuclear] capability—one that is not a modification of an existing weapon." It endorsed undertaking "new missions" such as using nuclear weapons to penetrate and destroy "hard and deeply-buried targets" (HDBTs) like underground bunkers, command centers, and biological and chemical weapons facilities. And it frankly observed that to maintain the nuclear stockpile and develop new capabilities, continuing to adhere to a moratorium on nuclear testing (observed since 199:) "may not be possible for the indefinite future.""'7 The "Space Pearl Harbor" mindset found striking expression in October 2003, when the administration's ongoing wars in Afghanistan and Iraq made the ccntrality of satellites, drones, and the like in L'.S. high-tech warfare clear even to the general public. On this occasion, the Air Force Space Command issued a twenty-five-year "strategic master plan" bristling with expressions that made previous projections seem almost restrained by comparison: "ownership" of the new "high ground" of space; "full spec-mini space command"; optimal capability to "control space and ensure Space Superiority"; dedication to the mission of deterring adversaries by continuing "to pursue lethal or nonlethal effects such as the use of deception, disruption, denial, degradation, and destruction of space capabilities"; and so on. This master plan coincided with a moment in die Iraq war when early overconfidence about a swift "shock and awe" victory was giving way to premonitions of a long and brutal slog; and the militancy of die language was so provocative that it had to be tempered in subsequent published plans."'* like the cult of secrecy and the labyrinth of bureaucratic proliferation, the Pearl-Harbor-as-godsend mindset can become a trap. This, in part, helps explain the failure of the Bush administration's war on terror, which amounted to a mixture of acute paranoia on the one hand and, on the other hand, confidence that possessing the most sophisticated weapons of mass destruction imaginable would ensure success in deterring or defeating all enemies, real or imagined. Pearl Harbor, in this sense, became a code, symbol, or synecdoche for Big War. This is the outlook chat a standard military history written in the 1970s refers to as “the strategy of annihilation," which became "characteristically the American way in war" long before World War II. It is the mindset that made Rumsfeld's immediate response to 9-11 ("go massive—sweep it all up—Things related and not") seem perfectly natural. Big War, however, was not what combating terrorism or insurgency demanded."
VIOLENCE IMPACT
The memory of Pearl Harbor incites racist violence—we will dehumanize and destroy enemies accused of “treachery” 
WHITE 1997 (Geoffrey, East-West Center, “Mythic History and National Memory: The Pearl Harbor Anniversary,” Culture & Psychology, March)
The war generation remembers the cry to 'Remember Pearl Harbor* as a call to arms that focused hostility on the Japanese enemy as perpetrators of a 'sneak attack' that left over 2,000 Americans dead. The imagery that surrounded this wartime memory of Pearl Harbor was stark and savage, and worked to dehumanize an enemy to be fought in a racialized 'war without mercy' (Dower, 1986). Ronald Takaki, in a book on America's experience of Hiroshima, summarized the wartime response to Pearl Harbor as follows: 'A fierce American rage demanded revenge for this "treacherous" action. The bitterness over Pearl Harbor aroused a national bloodthirstiness that seemed unquenchable until the enemy had been totally vanquished' (Takaki, 1995, p. 70). Beginning with Sammy Kaye's popular song 'Remember Pearl Harbor' released eight days after the bombing, and Life magazine's issue put out within three weeks to help Americans 'remember Pearl Harbor always' (Linenthal, 1993, pp. 177-178), the refrain 'Remember Pearl Harbor' quickly became part of America's repertoire of historic war cries. With the possible exception of US Marines raising the flag on Mount Suribachi during the battle for two Jima (Marling & Wetenhall, 1991), or the mushroom cloud over Hiroshima, Pearl Harbor is the Pacific War event most etched in collective memory through its visual iconography—primarily photographs and films of the burning USS Arizona with smoke billowing up from its listing conning tower. These photographs and others of dramatic explosions and sunken battleships work to fix the significance of Pearl Harbor as an emblem of destruction and death.
TAKES OUT IMPACT/TURNS CASE

The Pearl Harbor metaphor causes threat inflation and turns the case

DOWER 2010 (John, Prof Emeritus of History at MIT and winner of the National Book Award and Pulitzer Prize, Cultures of war: Pearl Harbor, Hiroshima, 9-11, Iraq, p. 14-15)

Words matter. History matters. Freedom and democracy matter. But the V-J Day speech, coming as it did more than two years after the "Mission Accomplished" celebration, rang hollow. Osama bin Laden was still at large. The trumpeted rationale for invading Iraq—its supposed weapons of mass destruction and putative support of Al Qacda—had long been discredited. Occupied Iraq was almost into a free fall of murderous chaos. Although White House ghostwriters were obsessively and perhaps sincerely drawn to making comparisons to World War II, most of the analogies they belabored were misleading. History misused is a cracked mirror, and tragedy can ensue from failing to recognize this. In this case, it did. Even a cracked mirror throws back recognizable reflections, however, and the rough correspondence between September 11 and December 7 that most American adults instinctively perceived was provocative. As touchstone or code, "Pearl Harbor" signifies many things—negative and positive, infamous and catalyzing, ultimately deeply disturbing. On September 11, for example, it captured not merely moral outrage and a furious desire for swift and thoroughgoing retaliation, hut also deep shock at the nation's unpreparcdncss. All the "while we slept" imagery” that followed the surprise assault on Pearl Harbor—all the horrified realization that Fortress America was actually vulnerable to attack by determined enemies—suddenly returned. Like December 7, die shock of September 11 prompted fevered analysis of the failure of U.S. intelligence. And, as it turned out, such analysis— particularly in the official form of joint congressional committee hearings in 2002 and the widely praised 2004 report of the 9-1 t Commission— generally came up with diagnoses of "system failure" and recommenda-cions for organizational reform comparable to the official response to the Pearl I Iarbor debacle over a half century earlier. Bureaucracies change but do not change, and much the same can be said of committees appointed to investigate them. Both arc predictable, and the former can be counted on to undercut or circumvent whatever of substance the latter may recommend. The same also can be said of human psychology, error, and folly. For "Pearl Harbor" turns out to be code for other things as well—myths of American innocence, victimization, and "exceptionalism," for example, as well as failures of both imagination and common sense. Prejudice and preconceptions skew assessment of the intentions and capabilities of potential enemies more than is usually acknowledged by those who focus on structural failure—especially where differences of race, culture, and religion are involved. By the same measure, such biases impede comprehension of the grievances that enable antagonists to mobilize support.
TAKES OUT IMPACT

Their Pearl Harbor rhetoric is evidence that their impact isn’t real—it also turns the case because there are an infinite number of “surprise attacks”
LIPSCHUTZ 2004 (Ronnie, Associate Professor of Politics, UC Santa Cruz, “Terror in the Suites Narratives of Fear and the Political Economy of Danger,” Last Mod March 25, http://ic.ucsc.edu/~rlipsch/Pol177/Terror%20in%20the%20Suites.pdf)
Expansion of the national security agenda to encompass a broad range of issues and problems is hardly a new practice; many can remember the 1950s and 1960s, when education, health, civil rights and highways were brought under the national security blanket, ostensibly as part of the conflict with Global Communism but also as sub rosa form of military Keynesianism. The contemporary search for threats differs, however, from the hysteria surrounding Sputnik, Race Relations and the New Math. This one has a rather different and more frantic quality about it, as though even those seeking to unmask imminent dangers lack the conviction that they are "real," the way the nuclear threat was deemed to be “real.” Alternatively, perhaps it is that the search for the Great Threat--the “Great Whatsit,” as Mike Hammer’s girlfriend Velda puts it in the 1955 film Kiss Me Deadly--is a proxy for some other social lacuna or anxiety. Nevertheless, uncertainty, however great it might be, demands a response it would seem. A failure to be prepared for any and all contingencies carries with it the risk of another "Pearl Harbor," or worse (as we shall see). But the contradiction is clear: Full security demands a high degree of certainty, one that is virtually impossible to achieve, while there is much uncertainty in the ideologies by which we chart our lives and in the ways we live them. Risks can never be fully domesticated. Moreover, as risk analysts often point out--and Reagan-era military expenditures suggested--attempts to achieve zero risk and full security are a sure path to bankruptcy. Fifty years ago, George Kennan cautioned that, in a world of limited resources and (apparently) unlimited threats, we would be tempted to prepare for every contingency, no matter how remote. It would be better, he argued, to match threats to resources. 26 If, at a minimum, we are to hew to his advice, we should at least understand what we think constitutes a threat, and why it does (if it does).
TAKES OUT SOLVENCY

Invoking the specific act of Pearl Harbor to make a general argument about war is bad—this confuses causality and undermines policy execution 

LARKIN 2001 (Bruce, Professor Emeritus of Politics, UC Santa Cruz, War Stories, p. 63-65)
By such claims people express their understanding of the world and how it works. They not only debate whether to launch war, but identify salient elements of the situation—such as commitments, individual and collective actors, capabilities, material constraints—and declare the causal expectations on which their policy preferences rest. Two further key points: first, they are likely to invoke previous experience, both to clarify the present situation and as a causal yardstick; second, even when war choice is not actively on the table, accounts of previous wars (and episodes within previous wars) incorporate these three types of claims, providing material which others authors can draw upon in debating policy. There is nothing esoteric in this analysis. Factual claims are simply that. They assert the existence of elements (objects, people, dispositions, social institutions, and so forth) and even events: “There was a war in Europe from 1939 until 1945; and this is an account of that war.” Causal claims, more interestingly, usually have a double character, referring both to a specific case and to a category of adequately similar instances. “Japan attacked Pearl Harbor and so brought America into the war” is a specific claim; a more general one could take the form “if you attack a state, it will defend and revenge itself if it can.” Causal statements always have this form: given circumstances C, action A {can | may | is likely to | will} lead to outcome O {where O may be a set of alternatives, or a range, or both}. Then the point of set similarity claims or categoric claims is to say: these circumstances are an instance of circumstances C, or this action is an instance of action A, or this account of WWII is one of many accounts of WWII. In identifying this simple underlying structure, and reducing it to a simple schemata, no argument is being made that any ‘mathematical’ rigor can be achieved. Quite to the contrary, the argument here is that understanding of causality is lodged in specific episodes, interpreted selectively and represented narratively, and that every other point—is this a C? is this an A? does A ‘really’ bring about O?—concern contestable claims, intolerable in any formal logic. These claims make possible the focused argument around fictions, fictions required by the need to act, which we introduced in Chapter 1. Then a plausible model of ‘how the world works’ is that people (sometimes acting in the name of states or movements) intervene in anticipation of results suggested by past experience. They rely on stories of the past for their expectations of the future. They assume that actions can be efficacious: that they can usefully tinker with the causal field. But have they ‘succeeded’? What happens is that after time passes new stories are told which say “this is the outcome” [a factual claim], “it is a success” or “it is a failure” or “it is a case of significance S” [all set similarity claims], and “action A led to outcome O” or “action A did not lead to outcome O” and a “because.” A “because” consists of one or more of the three claims [factual, causal, and set similarity], and may assert a lapse or explanation: bad intelligence, unsound execution, unexpected resistance, wrong causal model. It does not matter that these accounts too are fictions, subject to contest; all that matters is that they are injected into the greater conversation to be drawn upon—perhaps—when the issue is revisited. Much the same could be said of any policy proposal. When legislators champion a health care policy, or a family considers the best route for a weekend drive, their argument will be an arrangement of claims of these three types. Saying that, however, hints at an analytic problem. Perhaps facts, similarities, and causal expectations which work perfectly well in driving from Paris to Toulon are simply not germane when one stands on the brink of war. Perhaps, in what matters, the situation is not like, or is not enough like, the previous cases from which the causal yardstick is drawn. Perhaps the inherent disorderliness and inescapable opposition which mark war place too great a burden on the claims about links connecting actions to outcomes. Perhaps state leaders can bring about partial outcomes, but still fail to improvise effectively, and fail to draw together the whole fabric of outcomes which avoids defeat. There is danger that leaders contemplating war, or the threat of war, will do so with an unsound or inadequate model of praxis: that is, an understanding ‘how the world works’ which will be faulted in retrospect.13
FRAMEWORK/IMPACT

The Aff’s invocation of Pearl Harbor conflates myth and history—we should focus on the way these narratives of war shape national identity

WHITE 1997 (Geoffrey, East-West Center, “Mythic History and National Memory: The Pearl Harbor Anniversary,” Culture & Psychology, March)
The word 'history' connotes accurate, authoritative accounts of the past, or at least the problems of producing such accounts. An underlying contrast here is the opposition of 'history' and 'myth', with the former presuming truth-claims that the latter usually does not. Histories are debated and revised as new facts come to light, whereas myths generally are not subject to the same empiricist concerns. Myths are regarded more as timeless parables that represent cultural beliefs and validate contemporary social realities. A quick way of devaluing a historical account is to label it 'myth'. For a variety of reasons, however, history and myth are not as different as we often suppose, particularly if one examines the actual discursive practices used to represent history in ordinary social and cultural contexts. History in the public sphere is always to some degree mythic history, a form of moral narrative representing collective interests and identities. This paper develops the concept of 'mythic history' as a way of analyzing the discursive means through which public histories create social and emotional meaning. In particular, the paper examines historical practices used to represent and commemorate national war. For national communities, the border zones of international relations are fertile ground for the generation of moral narratives conceived in terms of oppositional scenarios involving national selves and foreign others. Public histories of war are a prime vehicle for reproducing national narratives and the moral emotions they evoke. War history and war memory are institutionalized in a wide variety of forms and practices, from national memorials and ceremonies to history texts and museums (Mosse, 1980). Benedict Anderson (1983) begins his book on nationalism with reference to the idea of the Tomb of the Unknown Soldier—an invention peculiarly well suited to representing time and person in terms of national subjectivity. War tombs and cemeteries such as the Pearl Harbor memorial, the Japanese Yasu-kuni Shrine (Buruma, 1994) and the Vietnam Veterans' Memorial (Sturken, 1991) are not simply physical reminders of the past; they are sites for ceremonial practices that actively reproduce national sentiments and identities through acts of remembrance and the mass-mediated representations that project them outward to broader publics. This paper takes advantage of one particularly acute moment in American memorialization of war—the 50th anniversary of the Japanese bombing of Pearl Harbor that brought the United States into World War II—to examine the functions of mythic narrative in conceptualizing and institutionalizing national memory. The 50th anniversary of Pearl Harbor in 1991 was marked by elaborate official ceremonies, including a presidential speech at the Pearl Harbor memorial, and by an outpouring of media commentary (Linenthal, 1993). After a brief reflection on the historical evolution of official memories of Pearl Harbor, this paper examines some of the major themes and tensions that emerged in media commentary generated by the anniversary, and then turns to an analysis of the national commemorative ceremonies held at Pearl Harbor. Despite the recent explosion of interest in collective memory (e.g. Bodnar, 1992; Coser, 1992; Watson, 1995; Young, 1993), there have been few studies of the cultural practices that people use to understand history in everyday life or in more official contexts involving public institutions and texts (but see Wertsch, 1994). This paper examines the interplay of several types of narrative practice used to represent the mythic history of Pearl Harbor, including both newspaper commentary and official ceremonial events. In both cases, a central concern framing interest in the past is the tension between multiple memories and perspectives—tensions often marked in the idiom of emotion, with conflicting emotions marking divergent moral narratives.
TURNS CASE

Use of the Pearl Harbor analogy encourages us to rely exclusively on military options to resolve threats—this turns the case

DOWER 2010 (John, Prof Emeritus of History at MIT and winner of the National Book Award and Pulitzer Prize, Cultures of war: Pearl Harbor, Hiroshima, 9-11, Iraq, p. 20-21)
Perhaps the greatest boomerang effect that arose out of the pervasive Pearl Harbor and World War II analogy was the fatal assumption that terrorism, like the old Axis enemies, could be defeated by brute force. Almost everyone at top levels in Washington bought into this, no one more so than the president. For years after embracing the role of "war president" and invading Iraq, Bush ignored the roots of anti-Americanism and insurgency and kept asking his commanders for body counts of killed enemy. An attack by a small nonstate organization was equated with an assault by a formidable nation-state. What should have been recognized as a fundamentally criminal challenge, calling for a broad range of multilateral responses, was addressed as a threat to be met, first and foremost, with conventional military force. -More than undiscerning and counterproductive, this response was a disaster."'

Pearl Harbor rhetoric turns the case—cynical politicians will allow attacks to support their agenda

DOWER 2010 (John, Prof Emeritus of History at MIT and winner of the National Book Award and Pulitzer Prize, Cultures of war: Pearl Harbor, Hiroshima, 9-11, Iraq, p. 21)
Obviously the differences between World War II and the "war on terror" are compelling. At the same time, it is well to keep in mind that code words—and the use and misuse of history more generally—can be political and ideological triggers. Thus, among power brokers, "Pearl Harbor" is also code for useful catastrophes. A full year before September 11, conservatives committed to radical revision of U.S. foreign and military policies who later became influential in shaping the Bush administration's foreign policy were already ruminating on "some catastrophic and catalyzing event—like a new Pearl Harbor" that might facilitate military expansion and a more aggressive policy in the Middle East, particularly against Iraq. They did not wish this horror upon the nation, but it served their strategic purposes well. Prophecies may be self-fulfilling, as we constantly learn and forget, and catastrophes godsends for the agile and cynical.10
FRAMEWORK

Examining Pearl Harbor rhetoric is a precondition for debating the plan—it’s used to inflate threats
LIPSCHUTZ 2004 (Ronnie, Associate Professor of Politics, UC Santa Cruz, “Terror in the Suites Narratives of Fear and the Political Economy of Danger,” Last Mod March 25, http://ic.ucsc.edu/~rlipsch/Pol177/Terror%20in%20the%20Suites.pdf)
How can such limited risks be made to seem dangerous for everybody? To answer that question, we need to look more closely at the language used to frame threats, and the role of language and discourse in threat (re)presentation. In the case of "information warfare," this is accomplished by drawing parallels between the imagined danger and Pearl Harbor, thereby evoking a number of common associations (including racist ones): sneak attack, treachery, the War in the Pacific, etc. Through this rhetorical linkage, the perfidy and consequences of an electronic "bolt from the blue" are highlighted, while the actual content of the problem, and the question of whether the Pearl Harbor metaphor is in any way germane to a "cyber attack," are simply ignored. Moreover, the testimony of various author(itie)s also carries a not-so-subtle implication that the United States is fully capable of conducting "cyberwar" against others (while the Gulf War and attack on Yugoslavia illustrate many such capabilities). In this way, policy-makers induce fear by projecting U.S. capabilities onto Others who, it is taken for granted, are hostile and are therefore seeking ways to damage the United States (although, it is then argued, they have no reason to feel that way because the United States has only peaceful and defensive intentions). This is a tactic familiar from the days of nuclear competition with the Soviet Union.78
FRAMEWORK

Our critique of the war narrative should be prior to the plan—their demand for action is shaped by prior interpretation of warfare

LARKIN 2001 (Bruce, Professor Emeritus of Politics, UC Santa Cruz, War Stories, p. 13-14)
Stories carry war projects. They conserve a repertoire of interpreted episodes. Inside institutions, they tell of past triumphs and defeats, expectations and disappointments, methods and mysteries. From the repertoire of available stories—personal experience, cultural fragments, institutional memories, colleagues’ reminders, histories—modern political strategists construct options for action, for contingent precaution, for gathering intelligence. Each of their plans is itself a story. Plans, we argue, are stories for the future, proposals to project an episodic and sequential structure onto a map of uncertainty. Authoritative decision commits the state—at least for a moment—to a ‘course of action’. If politics is about the interpretation, drafting, and choosing of stories, as we claim here, then we could enrich our resources for understanding politics by looking at discussions of stories and storymaking. What light, then, might students of literature, of narrative accounts, of fiction, even of story-telling itself bring to our understanding of war and war choices? Do the structures they discern in narratives suggest recurrent features of war? Would their claims for structure, recurrence, experience as a universal source, or the pervasiveness of metaphor lead to accounts which are ‘conceptual’ or even ‘theoretical’ for an understanding of war? Do their discussions of narratives pose questions, or adopt approaches, which could enrich our understanding of war stories as ‘fictions required by the need to talk’ and war plans as ‘fictions required by the need to act’? Accounts of wars are ‘stories’, akin to other kinds of stories. People know wars through the accounts given of them, but there are many accounts of any war and no procedure to identify a master account. But if 14 WAR STORIES the form through which understanding of war must pass is the story, then students of story may have something to teach about the material on which understanding war relies.
Debates about warfare are acts of storytelling—this is the primary political act and should be the focus of our discussion

LARKIN 2001 (Bruce, Professor Emeritus of Politics, UC Santa Cruz, War Stories, p. 35)
Would we say that people are above all story-tellers, and story-listeners? People rely on stories for much of their understanding of the world. Choosing to make war requires talking about wars, past, imagined, and abstract. The only way to work through the possibility of war—pursuing ‘what is our situation?’ and ‘in this situation, should we make war?’—is to tell stories and make claims about what they mean. In this chapter we draw on Herodotus and Thucydides for examples of stories about war. There is no special significance to choosing these authors rather than others, though it is convenient that both The Persian Wars and The Peloponnesian War are widely read and still provoke controversy. They offer a convenient way to introduce stories. In later chapters we will broaden and deepen our sense of the story as the source of both personal understanding and political decision. A theme of this book is that the exchange of accounts, their interpretation and negotiation, is the elemental political act. Society rests on conversation. At its most basic, two people talk to each other, questioning when they do not understand, challenging when they disagree, negotiating—or at least acknowledging—their differences. As they do this, they invent new interpretations, speak some of them, adapt language to their needs. They may negotiate a project. Even without realizing it, they negotiate the very meaning of the terms they use. The accounts they exchange are, simply, stories. [In this text, to stress their ever-presence and universality, ‘account’ and ‘story’ are used interchangeably.] Society itself can be understood as a complex, surging, ongoing negotiation.
A2: CEDE THE POLITICAL

The Pearl Harbor metaphor crushes dissent and favors right-wing militarism
LEVICK 2011 (Richard Levick, Esq., CEO and President of Levick Strategic Communications, represents countries and companies on the highest-stakes global crises and litigation. His firm has directed the media on the spinach, pet food, and toy recalls; Guantanamo Bay; the Catholic Church scandals; and the largest international regulatory matters and multinational mergers, “Keystroke of Infamy,” June 14, http://blogs.forbes.com/richardlevick/2011/06/14/keystroke-of-infamy-how-business-benefits-from-the-pentagons-cyberwar-declaration/)
While there has been squabbling reported within the Obama Administration over semantics, the Pentagon seems to have shown a capacity to master that critical communications art called Issues Management – and in a way that offers useful guidance for defense and technology businesses smart enough to know just how much opportunity the government’s cyberwar initiative means for them. First, the Pentagon is controlling the narrative. Well before its official document is due to be released, the military has launched a preemptive strike, as it were, to shape the subsequent discussion and generate maximum support. In addition to potential enemies, domestic audiences are a crucial consideration and the Pentagon’s preliminary communications have been well crafted to persuade them as well. To that end, the government has already defined the terms of the debate by an especially powerful insistence on national security. Of course, appeals to national security have always been the stock-in-trade of nations, no matter what military situations they encounter. But here CIA Chief Leon Panetta set a particularly decisive tone – and he did so before potential critics had a chance to set a different one – by characterizing a potential cyberattack as the next Pearl Harbor, a sneak attack crippling power, security, financial, and governmental systems. That Pearl Harbor metaphor has the force of a debate-ender. Not that the Pentagon is likely to debate this issue with NGOs or leftists obsessing over the Orwellian possibilities. That would be a no-win colloquy for the government. In any event, one man’s proto-fascism is another man’s business opportunity.
AFF
The symbol of Pearl Harbor can be used to restrain excessive violence—the context of the Aff matters
JACOBS 2004 (Seth, Dept of History, Boston College, “Infamy and Other Narratives,” Reviews in American History 32, June)
Instead, Bush drew upon another narrative, "a widely recognized iconic tale of threat and harm that worked to rally patriotism, marshal manly virtues, and promise eventual and righteous triumph to a nervous nation" (p. 175). Bush self-consciously, even monotonously, analogized between the terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center and Japan's strike on Pearl Harbor, but, Rosenberg concludes, he didn't really have to. Given environing conditions in America at the time-the approaching sixtieth anniversary of the Pearl Harbor assault, the media circus surrounding the premiere of the film Pearl Harbor, dozens of new and reissued books on Pearl Harbor gracing store display windows nationwide, wall-to-wall Pearl Harbor specials on the History Channel-it would have been nearly impossible for Americans not to have made the connection. Yet, as always, "Pearl Harbor" proved a volatile icon. If Bush could call upon it to justify a crusade against "evildoers," his opponents adapted the "backdoor interpretation" to suit their purposes; they charged Bush with foreknowledge of the attack, or at least of obstructing a legitimate investigation into why America had been so ill defended. Japanese Americans, whose memories of Pearl Harbor's aftermath differed considerably from the heroic storyline set forth by the administration, warned against another race-based mass internment and expressed their solidarity with Muslim Americans. Advocates of beefed-up security clashed with those concerned about abridgement of civil liberties. "Metaphors of Pearl Harbor," Rosenberg remarks, "could bend in diverse directions" (p. 186). Americans who wanted their nation to respond to 9/11 as it had to 12/7 were counterbalanced by Americans who feared that it would do exactly that.
Pearl Harbor rhetoric is good—focuses attention on real threats
LEVICK 2011 (Richard Levick, Esq., CEO and President of Levick Strategic Communications, represents countries and companies on the highest-stakes global crises and litigation. His firm has directed the media on the spinach, pet food, and toy recalls; Guantanamo Bay; the Catholic Church scandals; and the largest international regulatory matters and multinational mergers, “Keystroke of Infamy,” June 14, http://blogs.forbes.com/richardlevick/2011/06/14/keystroke-of-infamy-how-business-benefits-from-the-pentagons-cyberwar-declaration/)
In that sense, the messaging is no different now than it was pre-Internet when companies established impermeable brands as the government’s indispensable partners in national defense. Nor did they stoop to debate those who depicted them as mere war profiteers. There will always be a balancing act, for both government and business, between strong, vivid communications (“the next Pearl Harbor”) versus unconscionable scare tactics. Alas, in a world where lone geeks hack Fortune 50 companies with apparent impunity, a certain degree of paranoia may be understandable. The trick is to keep people’s paranoia focused on those who really are ready, willing, and able to harm them.
Pearl Harbor metaphor is good—the alternative is appeasement and worse violence

CHURCH 2001 (Rev. Forrest Church, All Souls Unitarian Church, NYC, “Our Only Hope: Balancing Justice and Mercy,” beliefnet, http://www.beliefnet.com/Faiths/Christianity/2001/09/Our-Only-Hope-Balancing-Justice-And-Mercy.aspx?p=2#ixzz1RpfTrr8G)
This said, to pray only for peace right now is unwittingly to pray for a war more unimaginable than awakening to the World Trade Center smoldering in ashes. After a day's worth of breathless repetition, we may be tiring of the Pearl Harbor metaphor, even finding it dangerous. Yet, if anything, the comparison is too comforting. After simmering for decades, yesterday World War III commenced in earnest, against an enemy more illusive and more dangerous than any we have ever known before. Good people here in American and around the world must join in a common crusade against a common enemy. From this day forward, any state that sequesters terrorists as a secret part of their arsenal must be held directly accountable. The only way the world as we know it will not end in a chaos of nuclear terror is if, first, we take every appropriate measure to destroy the terrorist henchmen themselves; and if, then, we make any cowardly nation state that finances and protects terrorists so manifestly answerable for this crime that they will never commit it again. Both challenges are daunting. I am not in the least confident that success in either or both will prove possible. And I know that the effort to curb terrorism will shed more innocent blood, claiming the precious and fragile lives of children and parents, lovers and friends, falling from windows, crushed under buildings. But the future as we knew it ended yesterday. Even as Churchill not Chamberlain answered the threat of Hitler, we must unite to respond to this new threat with force not appeasement.

AFF

Our use of World War II is good—we can acknowledge the moral ambiguity of the Allies and still advocate defensive buildup

KIRSCH 2011 (Adam, Senior Editor at The New Republic and a columnist for Tablet magazine, New York Times, May 27, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/05/29/books/review/adam-kirsch-on-new-books-about-world-war-ii.html?pagewanted=4&_r=1)
After all, the present is always lived in ambiguity. To those who fought World War II, it was plain enough that Allied bombs were killing huge numbers of German civilians, that Churchill was fighting to preserve imperialism as well as democracy, and that the bulk of the dying in Europe was being done by the Red Army at the service of Stalin. It is only in retrospect that we begin to simplify experience into myth — because we need stories to live by, because we want to honor our ancestors and our country instead of doubting them. In this way, a necessary but terrible war is simplified into a “good war,” and we start to feel shy or guilty at any reminder of the moral compromises and outright betrayals that are inseparable from every combat. The best history writing reverses this process, restoring complexity to our sense of the past. Indeed, its most important lesson may be that the awareness of ambiguity must not lead to detachment and paralysis — or to pacifism and isolationism, as Nicholson Baker and Pat Buchanan would have it. On the contrary, the more we learn about the history of World War II, the stronger the case becomes that it was the irresolution and military weakness of the democracies that allowed Nazi Germany to provoke a world war, with all the ensuing horrors and moral compromises that these recent books expose. The fact that we can still be instructed by the war, that we are still proud of our forefathers’ virtues and pained by their sufferings and sins, is the best proof that World War II is still living history — just as the Civil War is still alive, long after the last veteran was laid to rest.
