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1nc – Militarism K

A) Link - Overseas presence provides sites of resistance to militarism - the affirmative is a PR campaign for imperialist ambitions 

Chalmers Johnson, 6 president of the Japan Policy Research Institute, "737 Military Bases = Global Empire", http://www.alternet.org/story/47998?page=5
In 2005, deployments at home and abroad were in a state of considerable flux. This was said to be caused both by a long overdue change in the strategy for maintaining our global dominance and by the closing of surplus bases at home. In reality, many of the changes seemed to be determined largely by the Bush administration's urge to punish nations and domestic states that had not supported its efforts in Iraq and to reward those that had. Thus, within the United States, bases were being relocated to the South, to states with cultures, as the Christian Science Monitor put it, "more tied to martial traditions" than the Northeast, the northern Middle West, or the Pacific Coast. According to a North Carolina businessman gloating over his new customers, "The military is going where it is wanted and valued most." In part, the realignment revolved around the Pentagon's decision to bring home by 2007 or 2008 two army divisions from Germany -- the First Armored Division and the First Infantry Division -- and one brigade (3,500 men) of the Second Infantry Division from South Korea (which, in 2005, was officially rehoused at Fort Carson, Colorado). So long as the Iraq insurgency continues, the forces involved are mostly overseas and the facilities at home are not ready for them (nor is there enough money budgeted to get them ready). Nonetheless, sooner or later, up to 70,000 troops and 100,000 family members will have to be accommodated within the United States. The attendant 2005 "base closings" in the United States are actually a base consolidation and enlargement program with tremendous infusions of money and customers going to a few selected hub areas. At the same time, what sounds like a retrenchment in the empire abroad is really proving to be an exponential growth in new types of bases -- without dependents and the amenities they would require -- in very remote areas where the U.S. military has never been before. After the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, it was obvious to anyone who thought about it that the huge concentrations of American military might in Germany, Italy, Japan, and South Korea were no longer needed to meet possible military threats. There were not going to be future wars with the Soviet Union or any country connected to any of those places. In 1991, the first Bush administration should have begun decommissioning or redeploying redundant forces; and, in fact, the Clinton administration did close some bases in Germany, such as those protecting the Fulda Gap, once envisioned as the likeliest route for a Soviet invasion of Western Europe. But nothing was really done in those years to plan for the strategic repositioning of the American military outside the United States. By the end of the 1990s, the neoconservatives were developing their grandiose theories to promote overt imperialism by the "lone superpower" -- including preventive and preemptive unilateral military action, spreading democracy abroad at the point of a gun, obstructing the rise of any "near-peer" country or bloc of countries that might challenge U.S. military supremacy, and a vision of a "democratic" Middle East that would supply us with all the oil we wanted. A component of their grand design was a redeployment and streamlining of the military. The initial rationale was for a program of transformation that would turn the armed forces into a lighter, more agile, more high-tech military, which, it was imagined, would free up funds that could be invested in imperial policing. What came to be known as "defense transformation" first began to be publicly bandied about during the 2000 presidential election campaign. Then 9/11 and the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq intervened. In August 2002, when the whole neocon program began to be put into action, it centered above all on a quick, easy war to incorporate Iraq into the empire. By this time, civilian leaders in the Pentagon had become dangerously overconfident because of what they perceived as America's military brilliance and invincibility as demonstrated in its 2001 campaign against the Taliban and al-Qaeda -- a strategy that involved reigniting the Afghan civil war through huge payoffs to Afghanistan's Northern Alliance warlords and the massive use of American airpower to support their advance on Kabul. 


1nc – Militarism K

B) Impact - Militarism create the politics of violence that allows for greater expansion of imperialist power and forms a self-fulfilling cycle of conflict

Erik Olin Wright AND Joel Rogers, Professor Erik Olin Wright Profs @ Department of Sociology University of Wisconsin, - Madison, 2006.  http://www.ssc.wisc.edu/~wright/ContemporaryAmericanSociety/Chapter%2020%20--%20Militarism%20and%20empire%20--%20Norton%20August.pdf
Militarism is both a fact of life and a way of life in the United States at the beginning of the 21st century. While the Obama administration was elected partially because of his early opposition to the Iraq War, he has continually reassured the American public that he fully supports a strong military and has demonstrated his willingness to use military force to advance foreign policy objectives. There is no indication that he will depart in any fundamental way from this institutional configuration. What can we expect for the future? Chalmers Johnson argues that if the kind of intensive militarism that has become part of the fabric of American society continues, four consequences are likely to follow: 1. Perpetual war Militarism generates war; it is not simply a response to war. The triumph of American militarism is likely to place the United States in a situation of nearly continuous warfare. With a massive and flexible military force in hand, the U.S. is much more likely to use the military option in the context of a conflict than if we had a purely defensive military posture. An aggressive, interventionist posture around the world provokes reactions in response to our interventions. This is sometimes called “blowback”: terrorism is in part a response to militarism. This terrorism then provides justifications for further intervention and militarism.
C) Alternative:

Therefore, we offer the following alternative: [some version of the US should increase the number of bases in X country]

Increasing the number of bases can cause militarism to collapse due to the economic crisis

Chalmers Johnson, 9 president of the Japan Policy Research Institute, "Tomgram: Chalmers Johnson, Dismantling the Empire," http://www.tomdispatch.com/post/175101
However ambitious President Barack Obama's domestic plans, one unacknowledged issue has the potential to destroy any reform efforts he might launch. Think of it as the 800-pound gorilla in the American living room: our longstanding reliance on imperialism and militarism in our relations with other countries and the vast, potentially ruinous global empire of bases that goes with it. The failure to begin to deal with our bloated military establishment and the profligate use of it in missions for which it is hopelessly inappropriate will, sooner rather than later, condemn the United States to a devastating trio of consequences: imperial overstretch, perpetual war, and insolvency, leading to a likely collapse similar to that of the former Soviet Union.


Link – Feminism

Gender violence near military bases provides sites for resistance to militarism

Chalmers Johnson, 9 president of the Japan Policy Research Institute, "Tomgram: Chalmers Johnson, Dismantling the Empire," http://www.tomdispatch.com/post/175101
In March, New York Times op-ed columnist Bob Herbert noted, "Rape and other forms of sexual assault against women is the great shame of the U.S. armed forces, and there is no evidence that this ghastly problem, kept out of sight as much as possible, is diminishing." He continued: "New data released by the Pentagon showed an almost 9 percent increase in the number of sexual assaults -- 2,923 -- and a 25 percent increase in such assaults reported by women serving in Iraq and Afghanistan [over the past year]. Try to imagine how bizarre it is that women in American uniforms who are enduring all the stresses related to serving in a combat zone have to also worry about defending themselves against rapists wearing the same uniform and lining up in formation right beside them." The problem is exacerbated by having our troops garrisoned in overseas bases located cheek-by-jowl next to civilian populations and often preying on them like foreign conquerors. For example, sexual violence against women and girls by American GIs has been out of control in Okinawa, Japan's poorest prefecture, ever since it was permanently occupied by our soldiers, Marines, and airmen some 64 years ago. That island was the scene of the largest anti-American demonstrations since the end of World War II after the 1995 kidnapping, rape, and attempted murder of a 12-year-old schoolgirl by two Marines and a sailor. The problem of rape has been ubiquitous around all of our bases on every continent and has probably contributed as much to our being loathed abroad as the policies of the Bush administration or our economic exploitation of poverty-stricken countries whose raw materials we covet. 

Feminism will not deconstruct militarism – it is too far removed from the reality of everyday military operation

William J. Astore is a retired lieutenant colonel (USAF), February 6, 2008, "Militarism is deeply entranced in the American psyche" http://www.alternet.org/world/75940/?page=1
Of course, supporting -- and trusting -- the military is hardly the same thing as joining it. Increasing numbers of Americans, not just academics or the obvious critics, no longer see joining its ranks as part of anyone's citizenly duty. This is now well known in a society where the first urge of a commander-in-chief/president, when it comes to the public, is not to mobilize them for duty in what he's termed "war time," but to urge them to visit Disney World and keep on spending. Nonetheless, surprising numbers of young men do continue to join up, despite increasingly unpopular wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. This leads me to the second blind spot in the academic/progressive critique of our military -- the failure to recognize the enduring attractiveness of military service to young men seeking to construct their own identities. To many of these potential recruits, American culture today appears feminized -- or, at least demasculinized -- a mommy-state, a risk-averse society with designer drugs and syndrome-of-the-day counselors to ease our pain. In response, what we're seeing is a romantic yearning among young men for the very hardness, the brutality even, epitomized by military service and warfare. In talking to young men in the rural, conservative area of Pennsylvania where I live, what strikes me is how many of them have seen all 10 episodes of the HBO World War II series, Band of Brothers, and how many admire the bravery, camaraderie, and sacrifice it depicts in portraying paratroopers of the 101st Airborne fighting their way across France and into Germany in 1944-45. Seasoned Marines, a colleague reports, confess that one thing working to sustain recruiting, despite the war in Iraq and regular news reports on an overstrained and exhausted military, is young men who, raised in self-esteem-touting, gender-bending environments (on TV, if nowhere else), sign up to experience "the other side." It's easy to dismiss such yearnings as Neanderthal. The irony is that that very dismissal creates an inviting taboo for a whole segment of young American males to challenge. For academia and progressives, war is today what sex was to society in the Victorian age, involving as it does emotions nice people don't feel and acts nice people don't opt to commit. Yes, many volunteers join the military with educational or career possibilities in mind, but among young men who enlist, there is also a certain element, conscious or unconscious, of taboo-breaking -- and of self-affirmation. For women, gender identity is often shaped by biological rites of passage: menstruation, pregnancy, menopause. Male identity is arguably less secure and defined more by the gaze of other men -- you're a man when other men, men you respect, say you are. Men have gender too -- and many seek to construct and assert their maleness within the military, a cultural setting they perceive as patriotic, meritocratic, and sanctioned by the trust and respect of friends, family, and community. The challenge for progressives is to recognize this and then to work to create viable alternatives to military service in which masculinity and patriotism can be demonstrated in non-lethal settings. An example is my father's service as a forest laborer and firefighter in the Civilian Conservation Corps in Oregon from 1935 to 1937. There could be many opportunities for our young men to assert their masculinity in non-military and nonviolent settings -- fixing our nation's roads and bridges, rebuilding our inner cities, rescuing places torn apart by disaster, natural or otherwise, like New Orleans; and from these, too, funded educational openings and future career possibilities could arise.


Link – Policy

Militarism cannot be considered a policy – it is instead a series of collective goals that result in violent actions

Erik Olin Wright AND Joel Rogers, Professor Erik Olin Wright Profs @ Department of Sociology University of Wisconsin, - Madison, 2006.  http://www.ssc.wisc.edu/~wright/ContemporaryAmericanSociety/Chapter%2020%20--%20Militarism%20and%20empire%20--%20Norton%20August.pdf
These three facts suggest that the United States in the 21st Century is not simply a society with a strong military; it has become a militaristic society. Militarism can be defined as a political and ideological orientation towards international affairs in which three conditions are present:

(1) The use and threat of military power is a central strategy of international policy. (2) The military plays a pervasive role in the economic and political life of a country. (3) Military strength is the highest priority of government policy.

Militarism is not just the “policy” of a particular administration; it is institutionalized into our economic, political, and social structure. Over the past half century American militarism has been built up by administrations lead by both the Republican and Democratic parties. It is supported, although perhaps with differing fervor, by both parties, and the leadership of both parties advocates an American role in the world that depends on militarism. All American politicians in leadership roles argue that we must have a strong military that is flexible in ways that enable it to be deployed on short notice around the world. No viable presidential candidate can stand up and say: “the American military should be used exclusively for the defense of the United States against attack. We should dismantle bases abroad, and bring our troops home. Our military budget should be tailored entirely for defensive purposes.3 If military action abroad is needed for humanitarian reasons, then this must be done by international authority, not by unilateral action of individual states.” Such a position is completely outside of legitimate political discourse in the United States.


Link – Single Focus

Identifying single driving factors of militarism fails to challenge the underlying foundation of militarism

Erik Olin Wright AND Joel Rogers, Professor Erik Olin Wright Profs @ Department of Sociology University of Wisconsin, - Madison, 2006.  http://www.ssc.wisc.edu/~wright/ContemporaryAmericanSociety/Chapter%2020%20--%20Militarism%20and%20empire%20--%20Norton%20August.pdf
The historical trajectory describes the development of our enormous military machine, its importance to the American economy and its use as a tool of foreign policy. But still this leaves unanswered: what are the real motives behind American militarism? Why does the United States so aggressively use its military power around the world? There is no single, simple answer. We do not think it is possible to point to one overriding factor or motive and say: this explains American militarism. Most pervasive, durable features of a social system are supported through complex combinations of interests and motivations rather than some single overriding cause. These complex interconnected motivations and interests help explain the broad political coalition behind militarism. When we say that militarism is an “institution” what we mean, in part, is that it becomes self-perpetuating because the interests that support militarism are in significant ways generated and reinforced by militarism itself. Analyzing the motivations and interests behind militarism is also complicated by the problem of ideology -- the beliefs people hold about the world and how it works. For example, consider the problem of national security, one of the motives behind militarism. One view during the Cold War was that the USSR and other communist countries really would militarily attack the US if they could. Communism was viewed by some people as an aggressive, militaristic force in the world that directly threatened capitalist democracies like the U.S., and thus the only way to protect the United States was to have a very aggressive military capacity. The best defense is an offense, as the sports metaphor goes. Other people argued that we really had no reason to fear such attack, that a policy of engagement, international cooperation, and strengthening of international institutions would be the best way to advance national security. These differences reflect in part different views about how the world works, about what sorts of strategies will produce what sorts of outcomes. These are very difficult matters to sort out. The problem of sorting out the underlying reasons and motivations for militarism is a particularly pressing issue for the opponents to military aggression. Before the outset of the Iraq War, protesters in the run-up to the War held signs saying “No Blood for Oil”. This implied a theory that one of the driving motivations for the war was the desire to control oil reserves in the Middle East. If that was indeed a central motive, then seeking ways of reducing American dependence on foreign oil by developing a new energy system would be part of anti-militarism initiatives. But if oil as such was more of a side issue, and militarism is more based on a broader motive for American global pre- eminence, then energy independence might not do much to undermine the structural foundations of militarism.

Link – Single Focus

Militarism is from many different sources – identifying one source allows it to shift into another area

Catherline Lutz, '6 Prof of Anthropology @ Brown U, "Empire is in the Details", American Ethnologist Volume 33 Number 4 November 2006. 
What I suggest is that it is a short but very productive step from that work to more explicit attention to and po- tentially revelatory insights into how the U.S. empire oper- ates and how lives might be different if imperialism were identified and challenged more effectively. This ethnogra- phy of empire would look at the many faces of imperialism around the world and on the home front. Its sites and sub- jects overseas would include U.S. military bases, soldiers on exercises with and training other militaries, and sex-industry and tourist sites frequented by soldiers. It would include US- AID functionaries and operations; cultural diplomacy as en- acted through U.S. embassies, the U.S. Information Services and its successors, the Fulbright program, and the Peace Corps as well as media products; it would include following commodity chains that connect U.S. economic policies and consumer tastes and affluence with the situations of farm- ers in places like Brazil and Kenya who provide for the U.S. market; and it would involve study of the role of the United States within the United Nations and other multilateral or- ganizations and daily negotiations with U.S. personnel over status and policy in those institutions. Domestically, few sites would not be relevant to the study of empire. The most obvious site of significance would be inside the U.S. government, in both its political and mil-itary arms, focusing on policy formation and enactment, particularly in the fields of international commerce, foreign aid, and military operations and strategy, immigration con- trol, and homeland security (e.g., Wedel 2001). At these sites, one could go beyond identifying neoliberalism or militarism as dominant discourses or practices to specifying particular forms of government deregulation of agricultural markets or identifying particular strategic debates between offices within the Pentagon over how to train troops for cultural awareness in the Iraqi counterinsurgency. Other sites for this ethnographic work include U.S. cor- porations’ international divisions and their advertising and marketing divisions, national political campaigns and their treatment of foreign policy and immigration issues as well as media takes on those issues. Here, too, military sites are crucial, including bases, armories, recruitment centers, mili- tary family housing, and domestic-violence court in military cities. Studies are needed that examine how U.S. residents, in all of their social heterogeneity, view their identity as Amer- icans in a world of nations or transnations, how they view the power and role of the United States, and with what pas- sions or indifference they hear statements that the United States is the most powerful or envied or hated country in the world. The sites would include middle-class household psy- choeconomies shaped by U.S. control of the world financial system, which allows for unprecedented amounts of govern- ment deficit spending and personal debt to support lifestyles unsustained by productive labor and creates everyday credit anxieties, illusions of affluence, and ideas about value. More generally, every U.S. community is a site at which empire becomes lived experience through household economies, media products consumed, and workplaces shaped by cap- italism’s imperial processes.


Link – Troops

Closing bases will result in shifting troops in order to make empire more attractive – bases are the effect – not the cause – of empire

Chalmers Johnson, 4 president of the Japan Policy Research Institute, "Evolving Empire: Chalmers Johnson on Bush’s Major Troop Realignment" August 17. http://www.democracynow.org/2004/8/17/evolving_empire_chalmers_johnson_on_bushs
In talking about our over 700 military bases abroad, the story is in the details, and Bush simply doesn’t tell us the details. He omits to tell us the bases that are being opened as distinct from the ones that are being closed. For all of the endless talk by this administration about our support for democracy, he doesn’t tell us that the new bases are being opened in some of the most autocratic or—military dictatorships that exist around the world, whereas they’re actually withdrawing troops from two of the genuine democracies that did not join the coalition of the consenting, so called, namely South Korea and Germany. There is a very open question of whether this will actually occur despite what he said. Secretary Rumsfeld is in great trouble with the military, and he and above all, Douglas Fife, his assistant who has been in charge of this, seem to have no real knowledge at all of inter-service rivalries and how strong they can be. The ease with which the Pentagon can subvert this action is great. On the other hand, if they really mean it, I’d have to admit we all ought to support them. Just this past weekend, we had a marine corps helicopter crash at the marine corps air station at Futenma in the middle of Okinawa, and crashed into the building of a—on a university there. Fortunately, no one was killed because it’s summer. But this has been an accident waiting to happen for years. And it did just happen, and Rumsfeld has been the first Secretary of Defense to visit Okinawa with our 38 American military bases since Cheney was Secretary of Defense back in the first Bush administration. The democrats simply never paid any attention to it at all. And we understand that Rumsfeld was actually shocked when he flew over Futenma and saw it was bigger than Central Park, and located right in the middle of one of Okinawa’s largest cities and commented that, you know, no ally should treat another allied nation in this manner. It’s an accident waiting to happen. To the extent they really mean it, that’s fine, but most of us don’t believe they really mean it. That they’re moving troops out of Germany also because of the fact that our Status of Forces Agreements with these countries normally stipulate that the United States cannot be held responsible for environmental damage. Germany has recently forced a change in the Status of Forces Agreement, making us responsible for very considerable environmental pollution around our bases, and the Americans are now—want to move to places former communist countries like Romania and Bulgaria, that are so poor they said, "Come here. You can be as dirty as you want to be." It also is clear, the high command in Europe has said, "Like hell are we going to move to a backwater like Constanta, Romania. We’re staying in Stuttgart, right next door to the Armed Forces Ski Center at Garmisch in the Bavarian Alps." And none of them seem to realize—I mean, after all, none of them have ever served in the armed forces—how many buildings 70,000 troops in Germany occupy, and how poor a country like Romania or Bulgaria, how poor the infrastructure actually is. So, we will see. At the same time, they don’t say anything about 14 permanent bases being built in Iraq. Four are already built: Tallil Air Base, Baghdad, the one in the north near Mosul and the one over on the border with Syria. 

Brining troops home is a way to make empire more flexible

Chalmers Johnson, 6 president of the Japan Policy Research Institute, "737 Military Bases = Global Empire", http://www.alternet.org/story/47998?page=5
President Bush first mentioned it in a statement on November 21, 2003, in which he pledged to "realign the global posture" of the United States. He reiterated the phrase and elaborated on it on August 16, 2004, in a speech to the annual convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars in Cincinnati. Because Bush's Cincinnati address was part of the 2004 presidential election campaign, his comments were not taken very seriously at the time. While he did say that the United States would reduce its troop strength in Europe and Asia by 60,000 to 70,000, he assured his listeners that this would take a decade to accomplish -- well beyond his term in office -- and made a series of promises that sounded more like a reenlistment pitch than a statement of strategy."Over the coming decade, we'll deploy a more agile and more flexible force, which means that more of our troops will be stationed and deployed from here at home. We'll move some of our troops and capabilities to new locations, so they can surge quickly to deal with unexpected threats. ... It will reduce the stress on our troops and our military families. ... See, our service members will have more time on the home front, and more predictability and fewer moves over a career. Our military spouses will have fewer job changes, greater stability, more time for their kids and to spend with their families at home."


Link – Economics

Imperial projects are driven by redistribution of wealth

Catherline Lutz, '6 Prof of Anthropology @ Brown U, "Empire is in the Details", American Ethnologist Volume 33 Number 4 November 2006. 
Imperial projects can include not just intervention, surveillance, and exploitation, more- over, but, as James Ferguson (1999) has pointed out in his study of the Zambian Copperbelt, redlining and expulsion from capitalist exchange as well. The end result is the redis- tribution of wealth and power—primarily from the global South to the global North but also within both arenas as new forms of labor and political organization are introduced. In fact, what is called the period of “high imperialism” in the late 19th century does not compare with the present in terms of the degree of inequality produced: To look at just the broad- est measure, the gap between the per capita gross domestic product (GDP) of the richest and poorest nation worldwide was22to1in1900,88to1in1970,and267to1in2000 (Freeman 2004).


Link – Masking

Bases provide a target for anti-americanism abroad

Catherline Lutz, '6 Prof of Anthropology @ Brown U, "Empire is in the Details", American Ethnologist Volume 33 Number 4 November 2006. 
The networked mobilization of antiempire movements and the surge of what is called “anti-Americanism” have forced the United States to adapt its military practices. It must now, more than ever, work to get compliance and to move events without being seen doing so. But the military is still extraordinarily visible: It is huge, it moves, it makes noise, and it is fallible. One of the more dramatic examples of this visibility in the Philippines occurred in 2002, when Michael Meiring, an apparent U.S. intelligence agent, blew himself up with bomb-making equipment in a Mindanao hotel room and was whisked out of the country by U.S. agents. A second example, in 2005, was the arrest of six U.S. sailors accused of the gang rape of a Filipina woman while they were in the country on exercises and their turnover to local judicial au- thorities. The reorganization of U.S. overseas basing has also dramatized the difficulty of invisibility as new land acquisi- tions are required: In March 2005, the Korean Defense De- partment began evicting a community of 1,000 farmers from land near Pyongtaek that the United States had demanded for a military base, sparking vivid protests with national vis- ibility (see Figure 4).

Minimizing points of resistance is key to militarism's PR campaign.

Catherline Lutz, '6 Prof of Anthropology @ Brown U, "Empire is in the Details", American Ethnologist Volume 33 Number 4 November 2006. 
I also take from the literature the important advice to view imperialism as a large set of sometimes conflicting and only partially achieved projects, rather than a single coher- ent and accomplished thing. The “thingness” of empire is constantly suggested by the artifactual and public-relations work of empires themselves, as manifested in the apparent evidence in maps showing the exact extent of the British Em- pire at the turn of the 20th century, Dutch colonial law, or, today, reference to the Mutual Defense Treaty between the Republic of Korea and the United States of America to ex- plain U.S. military prerogatives in Korea. Imperialism, how- ever, involves elaborate negotiations, formal and informal, over terms, access, and legitimacies, and its projects some- times are failures or are hijacked in some manner to the benefit of others. Its projects are also often pursued and ev- ident in silences, when the inequalities and costs of empire go unremarked. The imperial center is itself a place of con- flict over principles and strategies of control, with some U.S. military officers and other government officials, for example, arguing for more limited goals, controls, and threat iden- tification and with a cultural history in which antistatism, anti-imperialism, and isolationism are important themes.


Link – Troop Withdrawal

Removing sites of resistance is a way of remaking empire – not challenging it

Catherline Lutz, '6 Prof of Anthropology @ Brown U, "Empire is in the Details", American Ethnologist Volume 33 Number 4 November 2006. 
The importance of the worldwide resistance to bases has not been mentioned in the base realignment announce- ments from the White House and Pentagon, but it is clearly an issue in military thinking (McKenna 2004). Military an- alysts and planners have looked at the “protestability” of particular military facilities and have come up with a set of strategies by which that can be minimized: Keep away from cities, be less visible, and eliminate vulnerabilities.20 Planners have also emphasized the “importance of the ap- pearance of [local] control over US operations” (McKenna 2004:32), and their concerns are addressed when U.S. sol- diers operating in Mindanao are positioned well inside, away from the perimeter of, Philippine military bases. They also note that local people often feel they live with increased dangers because of the U.S. presence. And so, bombing at- tacks in Uzbekistan in 2004, which killed 50 people, were attributed to the new U.S. military presence in that coun- try, and antibase activists on Guam repeat the Cold War–era joke, not necessarily outdated, that their tiny island may not appear significant on many maps, but it is a huge bright area on maps in the Kremlin’s situation room. More imme- diately than nuclear-weapons use, the threats people are concerned about include environmental damage and dis- ease, high rates of car crashes by U.S. soldiers, and soldiers’ violent crimes against women and girls.

In sum, there is a dialectical relationship between impe- rial practices and the world around them. That is true both domestically and overseas, for empire has remade the United States as surely as it has remade other places. The United States has had to remake the forms of empire to manage the resistance of those it is supposed to both police and protect. These responses of and to empire are key arenas for future ethnographic work.


Link – Hegemony

Hegemony is an imperial construct – the affirmative attempts to uphold this system of oppression
Paul Craig Roberts, January 18, 2005 "The New American Militarism", http://antiwar.printthis.clickability.com/pt/cpt?action=cpt&title=The+New+American+Militarism+-+by+Paul+Craig+Roberts&expire=&urlID=12911826&fb=Y&url=http%3A%2F%2Fantiwar.com%2Froberts%2F%3Farticleid%3D4445&partnerID=16
Americans have been betrayed. Sooner or later, Americans will realize that they have been led to defeat in a pointless war by political leaders who they inattentively trusted. They have been misinformed by a sycophantic corporate media too mindful of advertising revenues to risk reporting truths branded unpatriotic by the propagandistic slogan, "you are with us or against us."

What happens when Americans wake up to their betrayal? It is too late to be rescued from catastrophe in Iraq, but perhaps if Americans can understand how such a grand mistake was made, they can avoid repeating it. In a forthcoming book from Oxford University Press, The New American Militarism, Andrew J. Bacevich writes that we can avoid future disasters by understanding how our doctrines went wrong and by returning to the precepts laid down by our Founding Fathers, men of infinitely more wisdom than those currently holding reins of power. Bacevich, West Point graduate, Vietnam veteran, and soldier for 23 years, is a true conservative. He is an expert on U.S. military strategy and a professor at Boston University. He describes how civilian strategists � especially Albert Wohlstetter and Andrew Marshall � not military leaders, transformed a strategy of deterrence that regarded war as a last resort into a strategy of naked aggression. The resulting "marriage of a militaristic cast of mind with utopian ends" has "committed the United States to waging an open-ended war on a global scale." The greatest threat to the U.S. is not terrorists but the neoconservative belief, to which President Bush is firmly committed, that American security and well-being depend on U.S. global hegemony and impressing U.S. values on the rest of the world. This belief resonates with a patriotic public. Bacevich writes, "In the aftermath of a century filled to overflowing with evidence pointing to the limited utility of armed force and the dangers inherent in relying excessively on military power, the American people have persuaded themselves that their best prospect for safety and salvation lies with the sword."

If Americans persist in these misconceptions, America will "share the fate of all those who in ages past have looked to war and military power to fulfill their destiny. We will rob future generations of their rightful inheritance. We will wreak havoc abroad. We will endanger our security at home. We will risk the forfeiture of all that we prize."


Link – Soft Power

Soft power diffuses resistance to Empire – by improving the image of the US they make it easier to exercise imperialism

Jonathan D. Lepofsky, 9 Independent Scholar, "Geographies of the Multitude: Finding the Spatial in Empire and its Counters" ACME: An International E-Journal for Critical Geographies, 2009, 8 (2), 149-160
The parallel events of Obama’s election and the murdered wedding-goers in Kandahar reveal the very real tensions within the conjuncture of Empire. The Bush administration’s foreign policy made it clear that Empire rules (from the prisoners with precarious relationships to international law held at the U.S. military prison at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, to the covert military actions in Pakistan, undertaken without Pakistani authorization). Since 2000, U.S. foreign policy has continually demonstrated the declining significance of national borders amongst the hegemonic nation-states, even while domestic policy has attempted to tighten the U.S.’s own. This was not the first time an Afghan wedding ended in the murder of innocent civilians by U.S. bombs. And yet there have always been clear and potent forms of resistance to the biopolitics of Empire: the images of the world’s largest demonstration for peace, with twelve million people in cities all over the world on February 15, 2003, are most vibrant. As noted above, Hardt and Negri recognize that the machinations of Empire produce its own force of resistance: the multitude. But the millions of people celebrating Obama’s election around the world paint a more complex picture of the age of Empire. Such a mass celebration of the transfer of power from the Bush Administration to Obama opens up the opportunity to ask: what are the politics of the multitude in the age of Obama? How do we talk about Empire after the U.S. is no longer led by George W. Bush and the world is less directly faced with the jurisprudence of the Bush Doctrine? In recognizing the global embrace of Obama’s election, the moment allows us to ask the same question that Hardt and Negri point us towards: “What can the multitude become?” (Hardt and Nergi, 2004, 105).

Soft power is a way of hijacking anti-militarist activities

Jonathan D. Lepofsky, 9 Independent Scholar, "Geographies of the Multitude: Finding the Spatial in Empire and its Counters" ACME: An International E-Journal for Critical Geographies, 2009, 8 (2), 149-160
There are no simple answers to these questions, and it would be naïve to claim that the election of Obama represents a key victory for the multitude in some global struggle between the two camps. Just because a lot of people were out dancing in the streets does not mean that there is an evident expression of the multitude or its representative in the White House. As Hardt and Negri suggest, the multitude is a conceptual set of relations, rather than a concrete political body, and does not have a simple manifestation in “the people” (Hardt and Negri, 2004, xiv). Indeed, following the theorization of Hardt and Negri, it is not even clear that there are two definitive and antagonistic sides, Empire against multitude. Rather, there are different productions of biopolitics, diagrammed into different geometries of power and concretized into different (and continually unfolding) manifestations. But we can begin to unravel the increased complexity of the relationship between Empire and the multitude, particularly as networks of global political economy and international relations respond to the current financial crisis. This analysis seems to be particularly pressing at the dawn of the Obama era, at a moment when it is too easy to dramatize the ways in which his historic election might represent a revolutionary pinnacle in the global power of the multitude (especially as so much stress was given to his experience as a community organizer, use of the global space of the internet to rally “the people” or the international embrace of Obama by people across the world). Indeed, it seems necessary to pay careful attention to the ways in which we still live within the geopolitical configurations of Empire and the ways in which the multitude converges and unravels in temporary orderings of resistance.

Link – Realism / hegemony

Belief that war is inevitable allows for militarism to function
Paul Craig Roberts, January 18, 2005 "The New American Militarism", http://antiwar.printthis.clickability.com/pt/cpt?action=cpt&title=The+New+American+Militarism+-+by+Paul+Craig+Roberts&expire=&urlID=12911826&fb=Y&url=http%3A%2F%2Fantiwar.com%2Froberts%2F%3Farticleid%3D4445&partnerID=16
American hubris, which flows so freely from President Bush's mouth, explains why half the U.S. population yawns over the U.S. slaughter of Iraqi civilians and communist-style torture of Iraqi prisoners. The "cakewalk war" is now almost two years old and has claimed 10 percent of the U.S. occupation force as casualties. Yet, the delusion persists that the U.S. is prevailing in Iraq. The new American militarism would be inconceivable, Bacevich writes, "were it not for the support offered by several tens of millions of evangelicals." Books written about "militant Islam" could equally describe militant evangelical Christianity. How did a Christian doctrine of love and peace become an apology for war? Bacevich explains that evangelicals, aghast at Vietnam era protests of America's war against "godless communism," turned to the military as the repository of traditional American virtues. For evangelicals, end-times doctrines converged eschatology with national security. Prophecies merged America's fate with Israel's. Islam inherited the role of godless communism and became the target of the war against evil. America emerged with the "same immensely elastic permission to use force previously accorded to Israel." America's security and the well-being of the world are threatened by America's unwarranted belief in the efficacy of force. War is ungovernable: "The shattered reputations of generals and statesmen who presumed to bring it under control litter the 20th century. On those rare occasions when war has yielded a seemingly decisive outcome, as in 1918 or 1945, it has done so only after exacting a staggering price from victor and vanquished alike. Even then, in resolving one set of problems, 'good' wars have fostered resentments or created temptations, leading as often as not to further conflict." The new American militarism has abandoned the Founding Fathers, deserted the Constitution, and unrestrained the executive. War is a first resort. Militarism is inconsistent with globalism and with American ideals. It will end in abject failure. The world is a vast place. The U.S. has demonstrated that it cannot impose its will on a tiny part known as Iraq. American realism may yet reassert itself, dispel the fog of delusion, cleanse the body politic of the Jacobin spirit, and lead the world by good example. But this happy outcome will require regime change in the U.S. 


Link – Technology

The military relies heavily on the commercial production of sophisticated weapons technology

Claude Serfati, 2003 (Claude Serfati is a lecturer and researcher in economics at the university of Saint-Quentin-en-Yvelines in France) “Militarism and imperialism in the 21st century” 

The outstanding fact since the Second World War is a deep implantation of the military-industrial system in the economy and society of the US, which has in no way been weakened by the disappearance of the USSR; on the contrary it is now entering a new stage of consolidation. This strengthening of the military-industrial system rests on a conjuncture of factors: an industrial concentration and an ever closer liaison of the weapons companies with financial capital, an increase in the military budget embarked on by Clinton in 1999 and considerably amplified by Bush, and a strengthened presence in information and communication technologies (ICT). These technologies benefited from Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative (’star wars’) and play a determinant role in ’information domination’ and ’network centric warfare’ [3] which were the favoured themes of Pentagon strategists in the 1990s. Military supremacy has allowed US weapons companies to conquer a central position in the development of ICT, dominated in the 1990s by the civil companies (the so-called ’new economy’ and its associated start-ups). The weapons companies must also develop new weapons systems for ground forces. The preparation of ’urban wars’ (the expression employed by the Pentagon experts) waged by soldiers equipped armed with hyper-sophisticated weapons, occupies an important place in the military budgets. 

Link – Afghanistan

Bailing the US out of Afghanistan prevents an imperial over-stretch

Chalmers Johnson, 9 president of the Japan Policy Research Institute, "Tomgram: Chalmers Johnson, Dismantling the Empire," http://www.tomdispatch.com/post/175101
The Pakistani army and its intelligence arm are staffed, in part, by devout Muslims who fostered the Taliban in Afghanistan to meet the needs of their own agenda, though not necessarily to advance an Islamic jihad. Their purposes have always included: keeping Afghanistan free of Russian or Indian influence, providing a training and recruiting ground for mujahideen guerrillas to be used in places like Kashmir (fought over by both Pakistan and India), containing Islamic radicalism in Afghanistan (and so keeping it out of Pakistan), and extorting huge amounts of money from Saudi Arabia, the Persian Gulf emirates, and the United States to pay and train "freedom fighters" throughout the Islamic world. Pakistan's consistent policy has been to support the clandestine policies of the Inter-Services Intelligence and thwart the influence of its major enemy and competitor, India. Colonel Douglas MacGregor, U.S. Army (retired), an adviser to the Center for Defense Information in Washington, summarizes our hopeless project in South Asia this way: "Nothing we do will compel 125 million Muslims in Pakistan to make common cause with a United States in league with the two states that are unambiguously anti-Muslim: Israel and India." Obama's mid-2009 "surge" of troops into southern Afghanistan and particularly into Helmand Province, a Taliban stronghold, is fast becoming darkly reminiscent of General William Westmoreland's continuous requests in Vietnam for more troops and his promises that if we would ratchet up the violence just a little more and tolerate a few more casualties, we would certainly break the will of the Vietnamese insurgents. This was a total misreading of the nature of the conflict in Vietnam, just as it is in Afghanistan today. Twenty years after the forces of the Red Army withdrew from Afghanistan in disgrace, the last Russian general to command them, Gen. Boris Gromov, issued his own prediction: Disaster, he insisted, will come to the thousands of new forces Obama is sending there, just as it did to the Soviet Union's, which lost some 15,000 soldiers in its own Afghan war. We should recognize that we are wasting time, lives, and resources in an area where we have never understood the political dynamics and continue to make the wrong choices.


Link - Ferguson

Ferguson's view of hegemony is an imperialist project
Christopher Preble 2004, Fellow @ CATO, CATO Journal, https://www.cato.org/pubs/journal/cj24n3/cj24n3-14.pdf
“Unlike the majority of European writers who have written on this subject,” writes historian Niall Ferguson, “I am fundamentally in favor of empire.” In particular, Ferguson favors American empire, a term that he uses repeatedly, and without hesitation. Ferguson has enjoyed great success as an author, lecturer and occa- sional television personality (the British documentary Empire featured the urbane academic discussing his most famous book), on account of his straightforward claims and erudite prose. But given that many Americans are extremely unwilling to accept even the suggestion that the United States is an empire—much less that it should be—one might expect Ferguson to soft-pedal the issue in the interest of retaining the reader’s sympathy. Instead, he opts for the direct approach. Ferguson asserts that the world would be better off if the United States admitted its imperial nature and set about managing its empire in a coherent and consistent manner. Thus, the challenge for Ferguson is not in understanding why America is an empire, but rather why Americans have such difficulty coming to grips with their imperial status. He bor- rows from Walter Lippmann in wondering whether American imperial- ism might be “more or less unconscious.”

Ferguson repeatedly berates Americans for their impatience, their short attention spans, and their concern about costs, including an alleged unwillingness to incur casualties on the battlefield. Accordingly, while Ferguson would like to be confident that events in Afghanistan and Iraq will turn out well, he admits that “it is far from clear as I write that the United States is capable of committing either the manpower or the time needed to make a success of its ‘nation building’ in Iraq, much less Afghanistan” (p. 28). But his claim that fear of casualties dictates America’s conduct of military operations is a gross oversimplification. America has risked the lives of millions in her history—but generally in the defense of perceived national interests. Indeed, America was born of anti-imperialism, and it is hard to imagine Americans giddily donning jodhpurs and pith helmets to instantiate the theories of a zealous Scottish academic.

With respect to the moral rectitude of empire, he is usually careful to conceal his feelings, but the cultural condescension that undergirds Ferguson’s worldview occasionally peeks through. He leads Chapter 5, “The Case for Liberal Empire,” with two quotes, one by the anti- imperialist Franklin Roosevelt, the other by Herbert Morrison, who in 1943 dismissed talk of granting “full self-government to the dependent colonies” as akin to “giving a child of ten a latch-key, a bank account, and a shot-gun.”

Such language might offend the reader, but Ferguson does not shy from the implications. “Empire,” Ferguson explains, “denotes . . . the extension of one’s civilization, usually by military force to rule over other peoples” (p. 169). The question the chapter seeks to address “is whether or not it is correct to regard national independence—what Woodrow Wilson called self-determination—as a universally viable model” (p. 170).


Link - Ferguson

Ferguson's view of American leadership and power vacuums is the same logic that justifies empire

Christopher Preble 2004, Fellow @ CATO, CATO Journal, https://www.cato.org/pubs/journal/cj24n3/cj24n3-14.pdf Cato Journal, Vol. 24, No. 3 (Fall 2004)
Another flawed predicate of Ferguson’s reasoning, one shared by many other advocates of American empire, is that America, and America alone, is capable of solving the globe’s problems. “Bosnia and Kosovo,” he writes, “had shown that American military leadership was the only effec- tive solution to such challenges” (p. 164).

Ferguson is partly right here. The structure of the international system since the end of the Cold War moved quickly from a managerial unipo- larity to an aggressive unipolarity. Neither an ambitious European Union nor a rising China can rival U.S. military power, and the zeal of the American government for military intervention abroad has precluded other sources of regional stability from arising. But to assume that this state of affairs must prevail is to ignore other possibilities.

Ferguson points to the British colony in Egypt as “the very model of what a liberal empire could do.” The Egyptian experience proves, ac- cording to Ferguson, that “[t]here is in fact a great deal to be said for promising to leave—provided you do not actually mean it or do it” (p. 217). The British military presence in Egypt lasted 72 years, with 66 promises to leave. Ferguson’s advocacy of a similar policy in Iraq is unlikely to find congenial audiences in the United States. The policy of deception is necessary because “as in Iraq today, there was at least some popular opposition to a foreign occupation. . . . Egyp- tian resentment never went away” (p. 219). This resentment, of course, was squashed by violence. The concept of violence gets short shrift in Ferguson’s book, though it has been a central attribute of imperial his- tory.

And this is where Ferguson’s analysis is sorely lacking. Ferguson’s model empire, the British one, enslaved and wrought unspeakable brutality on its subjects, leaving countless dead natives in its wake. If Ferguson believes that such slaughter is justified, he should present an argument. If he believes that empire can be “successfully” run without the widespread use of indiscriminate violence, he should argue that case. Ferguson’s sanitized version of empire is steeped far too heavily in Kipling, and somehow ignores the admonitions of Orwell (who is con- spicuous in his absence from the book’s index).


Impact – Aff No Solvo

Without confronting the economic basis of militarism it is impossible to prevent war

Erik Olin Wright AND Joel Rogers, Professor Erik Olin Wright Profs @ Department of Sociology University of Wisconsin, - Madison, 2006.  http://www.ssc.wisc.edu/~wright/ContemporaryAmericanSociety/Chapter%2020%20--%20Militarism%20and%20empire%20--%20Norton%20August.pdf
WWII was a monumental military mobilization for the United States, by far the most intense foreign military conflict in American history and the most popular. Still, even after WWII there was a good chance of demilitarization and briefly after the war it looked like the military would be significantly reduced in scale and importance. The Cold War changed all that. The rivalry with the Soviet Union, fueled by virulent anti- Communism, created the context for definitively consolidating militarism as a core feature of American politics and society. From the early 1950s to the present, the military has played an absolutely central role in both government spending and the US economy. Throughout the period military spending was at least $300 billion/year in 2008 dollars, and in four periods it shot up to over $400 billion: during the Korean War, the Vietnam War, the Reagan military build- up and the Afghan/Iraq War. Defense contracts are the single most important way that the government intervenes in the economy, providing jobs, research, technical change, and economic stimulation. The livelihood of millions of Americans depends upon military spending. And, ultimately, this means on war: in the absence of war it is almost impossible to maintain over a long period of time huge military spending, so the deep dependency of the economy on militarism itself promotes militarism. This kind of massive military spending has significant corrupting effects on politics and economics. There can be no real competition in the contracting process, since so few companies can really place bids, and thus military contracts are chronically plagued with inflated prices with huge amounts of fraud. The Inspector General of the Pentagon reported in May 2001, even before the rapid expansion f military spending following 9/11, that something like a trillion dollars of spending on the Pentagon’s books could not be traced. The massive scandals during the Iraq War by Halliburton and other military contractors are just the most recent instance of a long line of such pillaging of the public purse. Because military contracts are surrounded by secrecy under the shield of “national security” and “classified information”, it is almost impossible to have adequate monitoring of military spending.

The US has become, in essence a military empire covering the entire world

Chalmers Johnson, July 20, 2004 “America’s Empire of Bases”

http://www.fff.org/freedom/fd0404e.asp 

As distinct from other peoples, most Americans do not recognize — or do not want to recognize — that the United States dominates the world through its military power. Due to government secrecy, our citizens are often ignorant of the fact that our garrisons encircle the planet. This vast network of American bases on every continent except Antarctica actually constitutes a new form of empire — an empire of bases with its own geography not likely to be taught in any high school geography class. Without grasping the dimensions of this globe-girdling Baseworld, one can’t begin to understand the size and nature of our imperial aspirations or the degree to which a new kind of militarism is undermining our constitutional order. Our military deploys well over half a million soldiers, spies, technicians, teachers, dependents, and civilian contractors in other nations. To dominate the oceans and seas of the world, we are creating some 13 naval task forces built around aircraft carriers whose names sum up our martial heritage — Kitty Hawk, Constellation, Enterprise, John F. Kennedy, Nimitz, Dwight D. Eisenhower, Carl Vinson, Theodore Roosevelt, Abraham Lincoln, George Washington, John C. Stennis, Harry S. Truman, and Ronald Reagan. We operate numerous secret bases outside our territory to monitor what the people of the world, including our own citizens, are saying, faxing, or emailing to one another.


Impact – Aff No Solvo

The affirmative views the physical presence of the military as the problem that must be solved however this assumption fails to attack the puppet master of military and technological regimes that is Capital – They temporarily halt globalization but allow the industry of destruction continue its course

Claude Serfati, 2003 (Claude Serfati is a lecturer and researcher in economics at the university of Saint-Quentin-en-Yvelines in France) “Militarism and imperialism in the 21st century” 
Rosa Luxemburg noted that "militarism has a specific function in the history of capital. It accompanies every historic phase of accumulation". [1] Her analyses bring out what one might nowadays call the ’historicity’ of the relationship of militarism to capital and they retain their pertinence today. She defines "the imperialist phase of accumulation [as] phase of the global competition of capital [which] has the entire word as [its] theatre. Here the methods employed are colonial policy, the system of international borrowing, the policy of spheres of interest, war. Violence, cheating, pillage are openly employed, without any mask". This is contrary to the "bourgeois liberal theory [which] separates the economic domain of capital from the other aspect, that of the blows of force, considered as more or less fortuitous, of foreign policy". Luxemburg stressed in a very contemporary manner that "political violence is also the instrument and vehicle of the economic process; the duality of the aspects of accumulation conceals the same organic phenomenon, originating in the conditions of capitalist reproduction" [stress by this author] In his polemic against Dühring, Engels analyses the relationship between militarism and the technological development of capitalism. History shows that the conduct of wars rests on the production of weapons, which itself depends on the state of the economy, more precisely on industrial and technological development, because "industry remains industry, whether it is applied to the production or the destruction of things". [2] Engels notes the radical changes that took place after capitalism came to dominate the world. "The modern warship is not only a product, but at the same time a specimen of modern large-scale industry, a floating factory", For him, "militarism dominates and is swallowing Europe" and this formula would find a tragic confirmation in the war that broke out between the European imperialisms in 1914. Weapons production is not only ’a specimen of modern large-scale industry’; since the Second World War, it has been at the heart of technological trajectories essential to the mode of production (aeronautics and space, electronics, the nuclear industry). The military expenditure of the United States, but also that of the other imperialist countries, reached extraordinarily high levels in the subsequent five decades, supposedly to meet the threat represented by the USSR. In the latter country, the gigantic sums devoted to defence consolidated the ruling caste and its parasitic existence, while also contributing to the bleeding of productive and financial resources. 

Impact – No Solvo 

Militarism is a universal part of the American culture – merely closing a base and hoping it goes away will not dislodge militarism within larger global norms  

William J. Astore is a retired lieutenant colonel (USAF), February 6, 2008, "Militarism is deeply entranced in the American psyche" http://www.alternet.org/world/75940/?page=1
Recent polls suggest that Americans trust the military roughly three times as much as the president and five times as much as their elected representatives in Congress. The tenacity of this trust is both striking and disturbing. It's striking because it comes despite widespread media coverage of prisoner abuse at Abu Ghraib, the friendly-fire cover-up in the case of Pat Tillman's death, and alleged retribution killings by Marines at Haditha. It's disturbing because our country is founded on civilian control of the military. It's debatable whether our less-than-resolute civilian leaders can now exercise the necessary level of oversight of the military and the Pentagon when they are distrusted by so many Americans. What explains the military's enduring appeal in our society? Certainly, some of this appeal is obvious. Americans have generally been a patriotic bunch. "Supporting our troops" seems an obvious place to go. After all, many of them volunteered to put themselves in harm's way to protect our liberties and to avenge the terror attacks of September 11, 2001. For this, they receive pay and benefits that might best be described as modest. Trusting them -- granting them a measure of confidence -- seems the least that could be offered. Before addressing two other sources of the military's appeal that are little understood, at least by left-leaning audiences, let's consider for a second the traditional liberal/progressive critique. It often begins by citing the insidious influence of Eisenhower's "military-industrial complex," throwing in for good measure terms like "atrocity," "imperialist," "reactionary," and similar pejoratives. But what's interesting here is that this is often where their critique also ends. The military and its influence are considered so tainted, so baneful that within progressive circles there's a collective wringing of hands, even a reflexive turning of backs, as if our military were truly from Mars or perhaps drawn from the nether regions where Moorlocks shamble and grunt in barbarian darkness. If you want to change anything -- even our increasing propensity for militarism -- you first have to make an effort to engage with it. And to engage with it, you have to know the wellsprings of its appeal, which transcend corporate profits or imperial power. Despite often compelling evidence to the contrary, Americans like to think of their societal institutions as being open, fair-minded, and democratic. If you look without prejudice at our all-volunteer military, you quickly realize that it truly is one of the least elitist, most diverse institutions of power in American society. Most progressive voices fail to recognize this. Yet it's my belief most Americans do and it's a big reason why they say they trust it. Our military is demonstrably diverse -- racially, by class, and even more politically than most critics imagine. As a retired military officer who now finds himself a liberal arts professor in academia, I'm struck by the relative conformity of the latter, at least when contrasted to the diversity I found in my former life. Racial minorities from the lower classes are well represented in our military. (Some critics have claimed that they are over-represented, at least in frontline infantry units.) I've seen more black or brown faces in positions of authority within our military than in academia. (In my last job in the Air Force, my boss was a black female colonel.) Indeed, until very recently in American society, our military was one of the few places where African Americans and Hispanics routinely bossed around whites. (Louis Gossett Jr.'s drill instructor in the 1982 movie An Officer and A Gentleman was not exceptional; many times I've witnessed real versions of him in action.) Politically, our military tends, of course, to be conservative, though not necessarily monochromatically Republican. Again, the world of academia provides a stark contrast, especially in liberal arts departments in top-tier colleges and universities, which do tend to be overwhelmingly Democratic and left of center. To cite only one example, of 42 professors in the English, history, sociology, and political science departments at Brown University who registered to vote, all registered as Democrats. Ordinary Americans trust the military, in part, because the "have-nots" have direct access to it -- far more access than most will ever have to elite universities, elite law firms, mainstream media outlets, Washington lobbying outfits, or other institutions of influence and power. Indeed, our military remains deeply rooted in the broad middle-and working-class elements of society. Our Ivy League schools, our white-shoe law firms, Boston's Beacon Hill, New York's Upper West Side have little presence in it. Yet everywhere you go in small-town and rural America, you bump into ordinary people who know someone in the military: a nephew, a cousin, a close buddy from high school, even, these days, the girl next door. If you were to place yourself among the rank-and-file of today's military, you'd find yourself among young people (many of color, some of them recent immigrants) who more accurately mirror the composition of our old small towns and new inner city neighborhoods than nearly any other institution of power. In that sense, the military is a grandly successful social mÃ©lange, with, of course, a notable exception. Women. The all-volunteer military is predominately male and will remain so, at least for the foreseeable future. Military service remains largely a gendered activity, commonly associated within academia with retrograde notions of aggressive (and disreputable) masculinity and therefore dismissed as outmoded, even pathologically so.


Impact – No Solvo Okinawa

The US will just shift the base to another location – the violence in Okinawa will occur elsewhere

Christine Ahn, 10 policy and research analyst with the Global Fund for Women and a Foreign Policy In Focus columnist, Foreign Policy In Focus, July 1, 2010. 

Just as money for jobs, health care, education, and housing is going from taxpayer pockets to feed the military-industrial complex, so is the money for foreign military operations being used to displace farmers and indigenous people in every region of the world. Members of the No U.S. Bases movement described how the over 700 U.S. bases around the world have become sites of conflict between American soldiers and the local population. Meanwhile, the United States continues to expropriate land from farmers and indigenous people to expand or build new bases. One site of resistance is Guam, also known by its indigenous name, Guahan. An incorporated U.S. territory, Guam is the intended relocation site of 8,000 Marines from Okinawa. Unsurprisingly, the U.S. government didn’t consult the people of the island, a disturbing parallel with the eras of Spanish and Japanese colonialism.

The military will just shift the base from Okinawa to Guam

John Feffer '10 the co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, "Pacific Pushback Has the U.S. Empire of Bases Reached Its High-Water Mark?" March 4, 2010.
What makes this so strange, on the surface, is that Futenma is an obsolete base. Under an agreement the Bush administration reached with the previous Japanese government, the U.S. was already planning to move most of the Marines now at Futenma to the island of Guam. Nonetheless, the Obama administration is insisting, over the protests of Okinawans and the objections of Tokyo, on completing that agreement by building a new partial replacement base in a less heavily populated part of Okinawa.


Impact – Economy

Militarism destroys the economy due to overspending

Erik Olin Wright AND Joel Rogers, Professor Erik Olin Wright Profs @ Department of Sociology University of Wisconsin, - Madison, 2006.  http://www.ssc.wisc.edu/~wright/ContemporaryAmericanSociety/Chapter%2020%20--%20Militarism%20and%20empire%20--%20Norton%20August.pdf
4. Bankruptcy Historically, Empires typically crumble because the overhead costs of running an empire become unsustainable. The central component of such costs is the military. The attempt by the United States to be the World’s only global super power is extraordinarily costly, both directly and indirectly: directly through the costs of maintaining a large military presence around the world and accounting for nearly half of the global military spending; indirectly by neglecting investments in infrastructure and civilian technologies that would enhance productivity and strengthen the economy. The result has been both a massive government debt held largely by foreign governments and a massive trade deficit. These trends were greatly exacerbated by the financial crisis that began in 2008. It is only the global power of the US that prevents this debt load from crashing down as it did in Russia in 1997 or Argentina in 2002. This situation cannot go on forever.


Impact – Democracy

Militarism turns democracy – it results in an imperial government

Frank Morales, Staff, The Villager, 2k9. http://www.thevillager.com/villager_302/talkingpoint.html
One of the most pressing issues that should be on the agenda of the Obama administration, and on the minds of those who supported him, is the democratic requirement to rein in and roll back the creeping militarism on the home front — a police state that threatens to undermine any possibility of a democratic resurgence in this country.

Militarism destroys democracy

Erik Olin Wright AND Joel Rogers, Professor Erik Olin Wright Profs @ Department of Sociology University of Wisconsin, - Madison, 2006.  http://www.ssc.wisc.edu/~wright/ContemporaryAmericanSociety/Chapter%2020%20--%20Militarism%20and%20empire%20--%20Norton%20August.pdf
Reduction in democracy at home. Militarism and imperialism erode democracy in many ways. Militarism brings with it an increasing concentration of power in the presidency, creating what has come to be called the “Imperial Presidency.” The Imperial President can act with minimal accountability to Congress or the Courts in the name of national security, elevating the powers of the president as the “commander-in-chief” of the armed forces to the status of a general principle of autonomous power over anything connected to foreign affairs. This concentration of power in the presidency has characterized both Democratic and Republic presidents in the era of militarism, but was greatly intensified during the Bush Administration where a wide range of constitutional safeguards were violated on the grounds of autonomous Presidential power. Militarism also pre-empts other forms of state spending, and this curtails the scope of democratic deliberation about the public good. As we argued in chapter 16, a society is democratic to the extent that decisions which are matters of collective importance are subjected to collective deliberation and democratic choice. Militarism threatens this principle both because decisions over the use of the military are likely to be made in relatively undemocratic ways by elites operating behind closed doors, and because militarism squeezes out other priorities. More broadly, militarism undermines democratic political culture. Military priorities are bolstered by intensified fear, and people are more willing to give up civil liberties and democratic rights when they are afraid. In debates over domestic priorities people can see their opponents as legitimate. Some people want a public health care system, others want to maintain a private system; both are legitimate views within a political spectrum of debate. In a militarized context of debates over war and security, opponents to militarism are treated as unpatriotic by putting the security of the nation at risk. The polarized good and evil view of the world that is linked to militarism and the politics of fear corrodes the civility and mutual respect needed for democratic deliberation.


Impact – War

Capitalized militarism enforces biopolitical agendas that accelerate the formation of a new military security apparatus, increasing the power of State sponsored violence

Claude Serfati, 2003 (Claude Serfati is a lecturer and researcher in economics at the university of Saint-Quentin-en-Yvelines in France) “Militarism and imperialism in the 21st century” 

The aim is to wage war against the populations of the immense agglomerations in the countries of the South (those of South America obsess US strategists), and eventually against the ’dangerous classes’ of the cities of the North. One can then envisage that the major influence the weapons groups have acquired inside the federal and state institutions since the second world war, together with the broadening of the ’national security agenda’ to non-military objectives [4] which increasingly concern aspects of social and private life, will accelerate the formation of a ’military-security system’. This latter will, in the coming years, play a much more important role than that of the ’military-industrial complex’ during the Cold War. The formation of this military-security system gives the US state a considerable power. We are far from the decline of the ’state form’ of the domination of capital, which, according to Hardt and Negri, would give way to an ’Empire’ inside of which capital and labour would confront each other without mediation. [5] To maintain its domination, capital cannot do without a political apparatus, institutions (judiciary, military and so on) which have been constituted, strengthened and streamlined for two centuries in the framework of the states of the dominant capitalist countries. ’world capitalism’, in the sense spoken of by these authors, does not exist. Capital, as a social relationship, certainly has a propensity to transcend national frontiers and other barriers (forms of socio-political organization for example). The ’world market is contained in the very notion of capital’ as Marx said, but it is a process marked by contradictions which are expressed in inter-capitalist and inter-imperialist rivalries as well as in crises. That is why the global extension of capital has always taken and will continue to take on a physiognomy inextricably linked to the inter-state relationship of forces and its associated violence.

The domination of the US over the other imperialist countries is obvious. That is one reason why the breakout of inter-imperialist wars like those that took place in the 20th century is improbable. The integration of transatlantic capital, between the US and a part of the European Union, continues, and has constituted one of the distinctive features of ’globalization’ in the late 20th century. The dominant classes of the US and the EU are, to a certain extent, in the situation that Marx described in relation to the competition between capitalists: "while there is little love lost between them in competition among themselves", they "form a veritable freemason society vis-à-vis the whole working-class" and, need we add, vis-à-vis the peoples of the countries subjected to their domination. [6]

Impact – War

Capitalist control of the military ensures the State will carry out colonial conquests to bring the world under Capital and allow Capitalism to dominate the environment and the very processes of life through violence
Claude Serfati, 2003 (Claude Serfati is a lecturer and researcher in economics at the university of Saint-Quentin-en-Yvelines in France) “Militarism and imperialism in the 21st century” 

Chinese CP came to threaten the US on the economic terrain. [7] The ultra-imperialism that would allow capital to overcome its contradictions, as imagined by Kautsky, is surely not on the agenda. War maintains and The improbability of wars between the dominant capitalist powers does not render obsolete the relation between war and imperialism established by Marxism at the beginning of the 20th century. It is enough to think of what would happen if the capitalist transformation of China under the control of the bureaucracy of the expands its role in the current phase of the globalization of capital.

The globalization of capital does not involve an expansion of capitalism defined as an enlargement of the reproduction of value on a planetary scale. It leads rather to a growth of predatory operations on the part of capital, whose ’property rights’ (over financial assets) allow it to collect financial incomes as well as to appropriate the processes of life itself. "There are not too many necessities of life produced, in proportion to the existing population. Quite the reverse. Too little is produced to decently and humanely satisfy the wants of the great mass." [8] It is this contradiction that the globalization of capital has carried to an unequalled level, crushing most of the countries of Africa and, in the course of the 1990s, plunging the ’emergent countries’ of Asia and Latin America into crisis. The state has always played a major role in this process of expropriation of the producers by capital, not only in the so-called phase of ’primitive accumulation’ but also during the colonial conquests whose objective was to submit the peoples and territories of the planet to the domination of capital. The violence of the state is more than ever necessary today, in polar opposition to the mystifications that associate the ’markets’ and free trade with peace and democracy. The globalization of capital is accompanied by a process of commodification that could be defined as the extension of the area where capital can exercise its property rights. Such is indeed the prior condition to the existence of ’markets’, whose objective and effect are, on the one hand, to increase the dependence of the producers while rendering them more ’free’, that is more constrained to work for capital, and on the other hand, to enslave new social groups, in particular in the dominated countries. These areas are not only geographical territories, but also new areas of private appropriation, like the biosphere (permits for the right to pollute), the life process (patents on seeds and so on) and increasingly rights of intellectual property whose incessant extension represents a serious threat to human liberty. All these objectives cannot be attained without the use of violence.


Impact – Turns the Aff (Generic)

We turn the aff – militarism is the root cause of patriarchy and violence

CMOD, 2009, [Committee Opposed to Militarism and the Draft, http://www.comdsd.org/militarism.htm]

Militarism is a value system that stresses the superiority of some people over others. Under militarism, the people deemed inferior are dehumanized as enemies who must be overpowered by any means necessary. Those who deem themselves superior are permitted to take whatever they want from others — land, freedom, natural resources, cultures, lives — by force. Militarism derides cooperation, equality and nonviolence, and instead enforces strict hierarchical relationships. Hierarchical systems create a winner at the top and render all others losers, so in a desperate attempt not to be a loser, each individual or group struggles to keep others down. As long as it is possible to see someone else as inferior, even those victimized by the hierarchy believe it is beneficial and continue to endorse it. This same value system creates racism, sexism, homophobia and other types of discrimination. It is not surprising that these types of discriminatory behavior are inherent in military systems. The artificial creation and dehumanization of an "enemy" is used to manufacture hatred of certain groups of people and fuel wars. The system is so powerful that it does not stop with the enemy: within the military itself, women, ethnic minorities, gays, lesbians and others are treated as inferior due to their religion, language, nationality or other identities. Militarism is the root cause of many of the global and domestic problems we face today. Solutions to these problems will only come about when enough people actively challenge this destructive way of thinking. This must include challenging and resisting the influence of the most powerful purveyor of militarism, the military establishment itself. 

Militarism is the system that sanctions violence

Colleen Burke, 10 Women's International League for Peace and Freedom, "Women and Militarism" March 2. http://www.wilpfinternational.org/publications/womenmilitarism.htm
The military system of belief contends that one of the main ways of controlling society and ensuring social stability is through use of organized violence and force. Militarism provides a context for much violence in society. As the government sees force as a legitimate means to an end, or, in fact, an end in itself, society is anesthetized to it and eventually comes to accept it. This is reinforced in civilian life by the media which glorifies war, and portrays violence as necessary, combat as exhilarating and aggression as natural. As violence becomes accepted, it is minimized through language which distorts and sanitizes its impact. Carol Cohn argues that military "doublespeak" masks the lethality of nuclear weapons. Missiles are called "peacekeepers," civilian deaths become "collateral damage," and "penetrating weapons" hit "virgin targets." Militaristic terms have pervaded the english language, and are especially evident in sports, with teams "decimating" and "annihilating" each other. While militaristic language and war movies may seem harmless, they are symptoms of a society which minimizes the ramifications of military activities and institutionalized violence. This acceptance of coercion and physical force as primary methods for solving problems can extend to violence in the home and in relationships.

Impact – Turns the Case – Gender
Militarism contributes to structural violence against women

Colleen Burke, 10 Women's International League for Peace and Freedom, "Women and Militarism" March 2. http://www.wilpfinternational.org/publications/womenmilitarism.htm
The amount of money spent on the military in many different countries can be seen as contributing to "structural violence," which exists "when economic and social conditions are such that people die or suffer as a consequence of the unequal distribution of resources, not as a result of physical violence." Countries spend huge amounts of money on arms and the military which could better be spent on necessary social programmes. Various WILPF sections have created "Women's Budgets" which outline how military spending adversely affects society and women in particular. The Canadian Women's Budget maintains that "historically, women and children disproportionately bear the cost of militarism since they are overrepresented among the poor and rely on social programmes that defence spending undermines." Gender inequalities in access to and control of resources and labour make women more economically vulnerable. The idea that military spending creates jobs and boosts the economy has been shown to be little more than a myth by several different conversion studies. While military spending does create some job opportunities, fewer jobs are created when the money is spent in the military sector than in almost any other sector of the economy. Both men and women suffer from the loss of jobs, although women's jobs tend to be concentrated in the light manufacturing and services sectors--categories which are the hardest hit when military spending is high.

Impact – Turns the Case – Gender

Militarism is the root cause of hierarchy – it trains society to see the world as an exercise of strength and power

Colleen Burke, 10 Women's International League for Peace and Freedom, "Women and Militarism" March 2. http://www.wilpfinternational.org/publications/womenmilitarism.htm
The ideological manifestations of militarism are more difficult to identify because often they are internalized by the society. They include a dissemination of military values, symbols and language among the civilian population which promotes acceptance of hierarchies, nationalism which defines the "other" as enemy, violence as a legitimate means of resolving conflicts, and strict division of proper masculine and feminine roles.  "Power-over-the-other" is the basic value of militarism and the military is an exaggerated microcosm of this dominance which protects those in power. It is hierarchical and unaccountable to the people. In a militarized society, the population begins to accept the idea that "might is right" and that society should be founded on a dominant-submissive mode of relationship and has ramifications for interpersonal relationships. This hierarchy is seen as a prerequisite for social stability and not as a form of repression.  Militaristic nationalism encourages polarization in which a group identity is defined as being in opposition to the "other." Group membership is most obviously at work within the military itself, where uniforms, communal living and group activities all serve as identifiers of belonging to a particular group. Nationalism affects civilians who begin to identify with "us" and not "them," as the virtues of one culture, race or ethnic group and the defects of the "other" are both exaggerated. When nationalism is linked to militarism, the "other" becomes the "enemy." This is cyclical: military ideology creates an "enemy" out of difference and then uses the existence of this enemy to justify continued militarism. Thus, "power-over-the-other" is extended beyond the boundaries of the society.  

Militarism must be challenge in order to fundamentally overcome patriarchy

Colleen Burke, 10 Women's International League for Peace and Freedom, "Women and Militarism" March 2. http://www.wilpfinternational.org/publications/womenmilitarism.htm
Just as peace activists and feminists have similar goals, they also face similar obstacles. In their struggle for equality and a just society in which both men and women are empowered, feminists are confronted by patriarchy, a social power structure and an ideology which provides a context and justification for institutionalized discrimination and violence against women. Its material aspects are manifest in men's control over resources and over women's labour power and in the marginalization of women from positions of power and decision-making. Peace activists must contend with the institution of the military and its material and ideological manifestations. As institutions based on power and oppression, militarism and patriarchy are inextricably linked. Cynthia Enloe, who has written extensively on women and militarism sees the oppression of women as a fundamental part of the militarist ideology and not just one of its many consequences. Militarism is so tied to constructions of masculine and feminine that "to omit gender from any explanation of how militarization occurs, is not only to risk a flawed political analysis; it is to risk, too, a perpetually unsuccessful campaign to roll back that militarism." Similarly, questioning militaristic ideas will also challenge prevailing ideas about gender which are used to marginalize and oppress women. Therefore it is essential that feminists examine militarism and challenge it as one of the root causes of women's oppression and equally necessary that peace activists examine and challenge patriarchy as one of the root causes of militarism.

Impact – Turns the Case – Gender
Militarism reinforces patriarchy – ideals of strength and "manhood" are driven by military force

Colleen Burke, 10 Women's International League for Peace and Freedom, "Women and Militarism" March 2. http://www.wilpfinternational.org/publications/womenmilitarism.htm
Even in societies which do not seem overtly militarized, military values play a "special role in the ideological structure of patriarchy because the notion of 'combat' plays such a central role in the construction of concepts of 'manhood' and justifications of the superiority of maleness in the social order." The cliché that the military makes a man out of a boy is a familiar one. But what kind of a "man" does it create? Is it a man capable of both dominance and submission, aggression and compassion, or is it a man who values only the stereotypically masculine traits? The recruit is stripped of his individuality and is taught not show "feminine" traits like tenderness or weakness. Only those characteristics necessary to be a good soldier are permitted. Stereotypical masculine characteristics like aggressiveness, bravery, endurance and discipline are demanded and any stereotypical feminine characteristics such as compassion, cooperation, or nurturing are belittled and weeded out. Accounts of basic training in the military in different countries show a strategy of "breaking" the recruits and "molding" them into fighters. The indoctrination teaches that "the good things are manly and collective; the despicable are feminine and individual." Although individual soldiers are encouraged to function as a "unit" and feel loyal to their "brothers in arms," this is not based on feelings of community or cooperation; rather it is based on hierarchy and on a model of dominance and submission. The military needs conformity and its rigid code of masculinity cannot allow for any difference. This is exhibited in the reaction to gays in the military and the continual efforts to purge them.

Militarism creates the distinction between us and them which contributes to gender oppression

Colleen Burke, 10 Women's International League for Peace and Freedom, "Women and Militarism" March 2. http://www.wilpfinternational.org/publications/womenmilitarism.htm
This socialization of men to aspire to the characteristics of a good soldier is in direct contrast to the socialization of women. Just as militaristic nationalism needs an antithesis, so too does aggressive masculinity. In a hierarchical structure of domination and submission, there must be someone on the bottom; in a patriarchal system it is women. By proving his "manhood," a man is also proving that he is not a child or a woman. Thus, patriarchy (and the military) has to define feminine traits in opposition to masculine ones. If soldiers (and by extension, all "real" men) are strong and brave and aggressive, then "real" women must be the opposite: weak, passive and in need of protection. This reinforces the strength and potency of the masculine soldier. The masculinity of war depends on the myth that women must be protected. As is often the case with patriarchal assumptions about women, there are "good" women (wives, mothers and "sweethearts") who need protection, and "bad" women (prostitutes and enemy women) who are expendable. This distinction is very clear in the militaristic mind and explains the fact that a soldier who is fighting for the freedom and honour of "his" women can rape and murder "their" women. Thus, militarism opposes equality between the sexes because it relies on the degradation of women and the denial of their subjectivity. Women exist only in relation to men--as victims in need of protection, or as sexual objects deserving exploitation.


Impact – Turns the Case – Gender
Militarism reinforces gender violence because conquest and violence are the means of resolving conflict

Colleen Burke, 10 Women's International League for Peace and Freedom, "Women and Militarism" March 2. http://www.wilpfinternational.org/publications/womenmilitarism.htm
As discussed above, in a militarized society, violence is considered an acceptable way of solving problems in the international sphere and this affects the interpersonal sphere as well. Women are overwhelmingly affected by this violence. One of the basic values of militarism is domination or "power over the other," and through the glorification of the ideal of masculinity, and the belittlement of femininity, women quite obviously become the "other." It often does not matter if the women are "our" women or "enemy" women, they are still "other" and thus subordinate. Men are socialized to believe that they have an inherent right to control and use women, particularly "their" women (wives and daughters). It is true that in most countries, most forms of violence against women are illegal, but the absence of enforcement of these laws, or the light sentences given to the perpetrators, perpetuates this idea of violence with impunity.  In some cases, the link between militarism and violence against women is explicit. The use of pornography in the military demonstrates the link between misogyny and military preparedness. The showing of pornographic videos to British troops heading to the Falklands and American soldiers before bombing raids during the Gulf War are only two examples. In many countries there is a high rate of domestic violence in military families. A US Inspector General's report on domestic violence concluded that military service is probably more conducive to violence at home than any other occupation because of the military's authoritarianism, its use of physical force in training and the stress created by frequent moves and separations. Military training encourages men to be aggressive and violent, and then asks them to keep these tendencies in check until they are "needed." It is no surprise that this violence spills over into domestic violence and rape.  Violence against women grows out of the stereotypes of masculinity and femininity discussed above and in turn, violence, and the threat of it, enforces these strict gender roles. Often female victims of violence are blamed for an assault, because they had not "behaved appropriately." Being too assertive, too sexually active, or simply in a place not fit for "nice" women can all be given as reasons why a woman "deserved" to be assaulted. This leads women to curtail their activities in order to attempt to ensure their safety. The use of violence to control rigid perceptions of gender is also evident in "gay-bashing"--assaults on gays and lesbians. Homosexuals are a threat to the tidy categories of gender which serve patriarchal society, and attempts are made to silence them through violence. Rape is a specific form of violence which is closely linked to masculine attitudes about women. It is not an aggressive expression of sexuality, but a sexual expression of aggression, and as such it is another symptom of a social order which accepts and rewards violence. It is a violent means of perpetuating women's subservient position in society, and it is excused by a militaristic culture which expects men to get what they want through intimidation and violence.  

Alt – Economics

Economics is an effective way to resist militarism

Christine Ahn works with the Global Fund for Women (www.globalfundforwomen.org) and is a senior analyst with Foreign Policy In Focus, and Gwyn Kirk is a member of Women for Genuine Security.  2k9. Foreign policy in focus. http://www.commondreams.org/view/2009/03/10-5
In the silver lining to the devastating economic crisis, critiques of excessive military spending are now beginning to echo around Capitol Hill and throughout mainstream media. Federal budget priorities - and the billions of dollars tied up in the military budget - are coming under much wider scrutiny. For years, the National Priorities Project, WAND (Women's Action for New Directions), and War Resisters League have calculated the tradeoffs for military spending with readable pie charts, diagrams, and interactive websites to educate and empower ordinary people to take part in this policy debate.

Yet what all the facts and figures cannot quite crack is the deeply entrenched military mindset that so dominates American society and culture.

That's why in May 2005 we worked with the Women of Color Resource Center in Oakland, California to stage a popular education project, "Fashion Resistance to Militarism." Professional designers and home dressmakers created eye-catching outfits to deconstruct military policies. We wrote scripts for each runway that were read by a narrator as the models strutted their stuff. An enthusiastic crowd of 450 people convinced us that this unlikely genre is a highly effective way to discuss the militarization of culture in accessible terms and to get the audience thinking about heavy topics like the military budget or sexualized military violence.

For all the talk of change, militarism hasn't gone away in the new administration. Despite campaign promises to sit down and talk with U.S. "enemies" and his recent announcement to withdraw U.S. combat troops from Iraq by 2011, President Barack Obama is deploying 30,000 more U.S. troops to Afghanistan and has announced increases in military spending as well as increases in the overall number of U.S. soldiers and Marines.

To expose the subtle ways that militarism creeps into our national budgets, foreign policies, interpersonal relationships, and fashion, we produced another anti-military fashion show for the "Security Without Empire" conference in Washington, DC on February 28, 2009. Here are a few of the outfits we showcased, as described in the scripts we narrated.


Alt – Economics

Overspending will cause empire to collapse

Chalmers Johnson, 9 president of the Japan Policy Research Institute, "Tomgram: Chalmers Johnson, Dismantling the Empire," http://www.tomdispatch.com/post/175101
Shortly after his election as president, Barack Obama, in a speech announcing several members of his new cabinet, stated as fact that "[w]e have to maintain the strongest military on the planet." A few weeks later, on March 12, 2009, in a speech at the National Defense University in Washington DC, the president again insisted, "Now make no mistake, this nation will maintain our military dominance. We will have the strongest armed forces in the history of the world." And in a commencement address to the cadets of the U.S. Naval Academy on May 22nd, Obama stressed that "[w]e will maintain America's military dominance and keep you the finest fighting force the world has ever seen." What he failed to note is that the United States no longer has the capability to remain a global hegemon, and to pretend otherwise is to invite disaster. According to a growing consensus of economists and political scientists around the world, it is impossible for the United States to continue in that role while emerging into full view as a crippled economic power. No such configuration has ever persisted in the history of imperialism. The University of Chicago's Robert Pape, author of the important study Dying to Win: The Strategic Logic of Suicide Terrorism (Random House, 2005), typically writes: "America is in unprecedented decline. The self-inflicted wounds of the Iraq war, growing government debt, increasingly negative current-account balances and other internal economic weaknesses have cost the United States real power in today's world of rapidly spreading knowledge and technology. If present trends continue, we will look back on the Bush years as the death knell of American hegemony." There is something absurd, even Kafkaesque, about our military empire. Jay Barr, a bankruptcy attorney, makes this point using an insightful analogy: "Whether liquidating or reorganizing, a debtor who desires bankruptcy protection must provide a list of expenses, which, if considered reasonable, are offset against income to show that only limited funds are available to repay the bankrupted creditors. Now imagine a person filing for bankruptcy claiming that he could not repay his debts because he had the astronomical expense of maintaining at least 737 facilities overseas that provide exactly zero return on the significant investment required to sustain them He could not qualify for liquidation without turning over many of his assets for the benefit of creditors, including the valuable foreign real estate on which he placed his bases." In other words, the United States is not seriously contemplating its own bankruptcy. It is instead ignoring the meaning of its precipitate economic decline and flirting with insolvency. Nick Turse, author of The Complex: How the Military Invades our Everyday Lives (Metropolitan Books, 2008), calculates that we could clear $2.6 billion if we would sell our base assets at Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean and earn another $2.2 billion if we did the same with Guantánamo Bay in Cuba. These are only two of our over 800 overblown military enclaves. Our unwillingness to retrench, no less liquidate, represents a striking historical failure of the imagination. In his first official visit to China since becoming Treasury Secretary, Timothy Geithner assured an audience of students at Beijing University, "Chinese assets [invested in the United States] are very safe." According to press reports, the students responded with loud laughter. Well they might. 


Alt – Movements

Movements against militarism can effectively challenge its power

Catherline Lutz, '6 Prof of Anthropology @ Brown U, "Empire is in the Details", American Ethnologist Volume 33 Number 4 November 2006. 
Although ethnography has been increasingly done within the realms of the powerful, for example, among nuclear-weapons designers (Gusterson 1996), bankers (Williams 2004), and domestic and international health professionals (Briggs and Mantini-Briggs 2004), it remains disproportionately a practice of engagement with the less powerful. However much this has revealed about their suf- fering as well as about subversions and the studied look- ing away from power, anthropologists would be listening to many of the world’s social movements engaged with resist- ing the Washington consensus and other aspects of imperial power were we to more closely scrutinize and report on the operations of U.S. institutions and the thinking of its popu- lation, which is drawn into the projects of empire willingly, enthusiastically, ignorantly, or with forethought. Although social movements want our engagement with their projects, many want our work to focus on the sources of their prob- lems to which we have privileged access as much or more than they want us to focus on the objects and effects of U.S. attention or on their own practices as activists. More gener- ally, we might heed the insight of Hardt and Negri, that “truth will not make us free, but taking control of the production of truth will” (2001:156), and twin the critical project of ques- tioning the empire’s common sense with activism around the conditions of knowledge production in the university.

Movements can gain victories against militarism – they need sustained efforts in order to challenge it

John Feffer '10 the co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, "Pacific Pushback Has the U.S. Empire of Bases Reached Its High-Water Mark?" March 4, 2010.
Wherever the U.S. military puts down its foot overseas, movements have sprung up to protest the military, social, and environmental consequences of its military bases. This anti-base movement has notched some successes, such as the shut-down of a U.S. navy facility in Vieques, Puerto Rico, in 2003. In the Pacific, too, the movement has made its mark. On the heels of the eruption of Mt. Pinatubo, democracy activists in the Philippines successfully closed down the ash-covered Clark Air Force Base and Subic Bay Naval Station in 1991-1992. Later, South Korean activists managed to win closure of the huge Yongsan facility in downtown Seoul. Of course, these were only partial victories. Washington subsequently negotiated a Visiting Forces Agreement with the Philippines, whereby the U.S. military has redeployed troops and equipment to the island, and replaced Korea’s Yongsan base with a new one in nearby Pyeongtaek. But these not-in-my-backyard (NIMBY) victories were significant enough to help edge the Pentagon toward the adoption of a military doctrine that emphasizes mobility over position. The U.S. military now relies on “strategic flexibility” and “rapid response” both to counter unexpected threats and to deal with allied fickleness. The Hatoyama government may indeed learn to say no to Washington over the Okinawa bases.  Evidently considering this a likelihood, former deputy secretary of state and former U.S. ambassador to Japan Richard Armitage has said that the United States “had better have a plan B.” But the victory for the anti-base movement will still be only partial. U.S. forces will remain in Japan, and especially Okinawa, and Tokyo will undoubtedly continue to pay for their maintenance. Buoyed by even this partial victory, however, NIMBY movements are likely to grow in Japan and across the region, focusing on other Okinawa bases, bases on the Japanese mainland, and elsewhere in the Pacific, including Guam. Indeed, protests are already building in Guam against the projected expansion of Andersen Air Force Base and Naval Base Guam to accommodate those Marines from Okinawa. And this strikes terror in the hearts of Pentagon planners. In World War II, the United States employed an island-hopping strategy to move ever closer to the Japanese mainland. Okinawa was the last island and last major battle of that campaign, and more people died during the fighting there than in the subsequent atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki combined: 12,000 U.S. troops, more than 100,000 Japanese soldiers, and perhaps 100,000 Okinawan civilians. This historical experience has stiffened the pacifist resolve of Okinawans. The current battle over Okinawa again pits the United States against Japan, again with the Okinawans as victims. But there is a good chance that the Okinawans, like the Na’vi in that great NIMBY film Avatar, will win this time. A victory in closing Futenma and preventing the construction of a new base might be the first step in a potential reverse island hop. NIMBY movements may someday finally push the U.S. military out of Japan and off Okinawa. It’s not likely to be a smooth process, nor is it likely to happen any time soon. But the kanji is on the wall. Even if the Yankees don’t know what the Japanese characters mean, they can at least tell in which direction the exit arrow is pointing. 


AT: Perm

Incorporating security discourse will co-opt resistance to militarism

Catherline Lutz, '6 Prof of Anthropology @ Brown U, "Empire is in the Details", American Ethnologist Volume 33 Number 4 November 2006. 
The literature on empire has also pointed out how im- portant the politics and histories of all imperial projects are, requiring that those projects be understood, in Nicholas Thomas’s words, as “strategic reformulations and revalu- ations
of prior contexts, rather than
. . . eternal properties of self-other relations, or by any other generalized discur- sive logic” (1994:171). The U.S. presence in the Philippines in 2006, for example, involves ongoing reinterpretation of the “Philippine Insurrection” of a century earlier and the recent decades of local protest against U.S. military bases and the WTO. U.S. military occupation of large tracts of land on Guam is constantly referred to and justified by what is called the U.S. “liberation” of Guam from Japanese occupa- tion, which works to erase the fact of U.S. abandonment of the people of Guam a few year earlier on threat of Japanese invasion of the U.S. colony (Diaz 2001), and is increas- ingly challenged by the human-rights and decolonization discourses of the indigenous Chamorro people (Bevacqua 2006). More broadly, contemporary imperialisms must work to disguise themselves as such in light of decolonization’s delegitimation of attempts to erode state sovereignty.

The public will ignore calls to challenge militarism if you include security discourse within the permutation

Catherline Lutz, '6 Prof of Anthropology @ Brown U, "Empire is in the Details", American Ethnologist Volume 33 Number 4 November 2006. 
Our polycentric approach to knowledge allows us to see around the imperial missioncentric approach of so many analysts in political science, economics, and history; our methods involve listening both to those who benefit and those who suffer in the imperial relationship; and our com- parisons of the United States with other empires can be made with sharper awareness than others might have of how capitalism and commodification, forms of governmen- tality, the cultural construction of subjectivity, and the pol- itics of the present shape the conclusions we can draw.6 In the last several decades, we have collectively thought ex- tensively about the problems of power, subject making, and writing. This should allow us to tell the stories of empire with less Manichaeanism and more awareness of the con- stituencies for our writing, especially for a U.S. public. We might recognize that 65 years of the national security state have produced a widespread “will to ignorance” (Lutz 1997) and that empire’s redistribution of wealth has made possible an “anesthesia of affluence.” To more complexly understand these cultural as arguments about and against empire might get traction or uptake (Crawford 2002).
You cannot include room for dissent – we must fundamentally question militarism

Colleen Burke, 10 Women's International League for Peace and Freedom, "Women and Militarism" March 2. http://www.wilpfinternational.org/publications/womenmilitarism.htm
The militarization of a society cannot proceed without the compliance of the population. In many countries, this submission is achieved by overt military means, through "low intensity conflict" and terror intended to silence dissent and protect the power of elites. In some societies, however, the acceptance of military values is based on consent, rather than on coercion. As Noam Chomsky has documented, propaganda plays an important role, particularly in democracies, where popular, uncritical support is vital to the endorsement and pursuit of the state's activities and interests. The process of militarization can be legitimized and perpetuated through government propaganda, or more subtly, through popular culture and media which glorify military exploits or in school curricula which prepare the next generation to participate in the military structure. Even when there is dissent in a democratic society, it exists within a narrowly defined framework. People can be mobilized to protest a particular war or military activity, but are much less likely to question the fundamental existence of the military institution.


AT: Link Turn

Militarism will reconfigure – the affs troops, bases, and technology will just go to another base

Catherline Lutz, '6 Prof of Anthropology @ Brown U, "Empire is in the Details", American Ethnologist Volume 33 Number 4 November 2006. 
As its economic power wanes, the United States has relied increasingly on military power to achieve its goals in the last quarter of the 20th century and on an accelerating pace in the 21st century. The theorists of the new U.S. empire have not focused on two important aspects of the institutions that produce its military power: their diversity and complexity and their incompetence and inadequacy to the tasks given them. First, despite the perception that the military is unified and coherent, its projects are and long have been often as plural, political, and contested as the projects of other arms of the state. The opinions and understandings of empire within the U.S. military, its civilian managers, and military industries are not monolithic, with debates raging every day over hosts of issues and with noninterventionism and anti- imperialism, in fact, well represented within military circles. How could this not be so, given a complex and changing U.S. historical experience with the military, beginning with a strong suspicion of and resistance to standing armies? How could it not be so, when the Department of Defense has 1.4 million active-duty members, 1.1 million guard and reserve

members, 0.7 million civilian employees, and a $600 billion budget over which there is much competition? The contest- ing interests and views within the Pentagon—particularly about what the projects of empire should be—emerge from the dynamics of the separate services and units; from its members’ occupational specialties, class, race, gender, and sexuality; and from varying battlefield and veterans’ experi- ence. These strategic cultures and individual interpretations and responses to policy and to change present ethnographic questions important not only for understanding U.S. actions but also for anticipating potential Pentagon responses to an- tibases activism. For example, the loss of U.S. bases in the Philippines did not represent a singular loss to “the empire,” as one im- portant source of diversity of and conflict over U.S. projects emerges from the service distinctions. When the Navy lost Subic Bay Naval Base, its ship maintenance and repair had to be contracted to Singapore, where costs are much higher. The Navy’s continuing need for a global network of bases, given relatively unchanging, long travel times from the United States contrasts with the situation of the Air Force, which lost Clark Air Force Base but whose contemporary “Global Response” strategy—facilitated but not determined by technological advances—focuses on being able to attack anywhere in the world from within U.S. territory.


***AFFIRMATIVE ANSWERS***
Aff Ans – Bases Turn

Turn: Removing bases challenges the reach of militarism

Catherline Lutz, '6 Prof of Anthropology @ Brown U, "Empire is in the Details", American Ethnologist Volume 33 Number 4 November 2006. 
Although the U.S. empire is no longer colonial in the main, it retains several unincorporated territories, classi- fied in a variety of ways, including the Mariana Islands, the Marshall Islands, the Federated States of Micronesia, Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, and American Samoa, the last three being among the stragglers still on the UN list of non-self-governing countries since the 1960 UN Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples. These places aside, the semisovereign status of sev- eral other states under the imperial influence of the United States is important to note: The Korean military remains un- der the wartime command of the U.S. military commander in that country, and several other countries, notably Japan, allocate some part of their domestic budget, often substan- tial ($4.4 billion in 2002), in payments to the U.S. Department of Defense for military bases there. Negotiations each year throughout the world result in sometimes massive subsidies for U.S. military operations (presented as the provision of security for those countries). In 2006, Japanese negotiators balked at the $10 billion requested for the relocation of U.S. troops from Okinawa to Guam after popular protests across Japan. Finally, struggles over the extent of imperial power have been made particularly visible in some of these cases, when imperial power has created “states of exception,” so common in modern empire (Stoler 2005), against the back- ground assumption that the world must be comprehensively divided into sovereign nation-states. So, in 2006, U.S. tactics in negotiations over continuing access to Kwajalein atoll for missile testing led the paramount chief and former presi- dent of the Marshall Islands, Imata Kabua, to sharply and sarcastically rebuke the U.S. ambassador:

It may very well be that those of us who wrote our Consti- tution and adopted it in plebiscite did not understand fully the fundamentals of law governing the taking of land in our country. But it could very well be that it is you who does not understand our position. Nowhere in our Constitution is there a provision I am aware of that states that the United States of America does not have to abide by our laws. [2005]

Military bases are a form of empire – removing them helps rebel against the imperial project

Chalmers Johnson, 6 president of the Japan Policy Research Institute, "737 Military Bases = Global Empire", http://www.alternet.org/story/47998?page=5
Once upon a time, you could trace the spread of imperialism by counting up colonies. America's version of the colony is the military base; and by following the changing politics of global basing, one can learn much about our ever more all-encompassing imperial "footprint" and the militarism that grows with it. It is not easy, however, to assess the size or exact value of our empire of bases. Official records available to the public on these subjects are misleading, although instructive. According to the Defense Department's annual inventories from 2002 to 2005 of real property it owns around the world, the Base Structure Report, there has been an immense churning in the numbers of installations. The total of America's military bases in other people's countries in 2005, according to official sources, was 737. Reflecting massive deployments to Iraq and the pursuit of President Bush's strategy of preemptive war, the trend line for numbers of overseas bases continues to go up. Interestingly enough, the thirty-eight large and medium-sized American facilities spread around the globe in 2005 -- mostly air and naval bases for our bombers and fleets -- almost exactly equals Britain's thirty-six naval bases and army garrisons at its imperial zenith in 1898. The Roman Empire at its height in 117 AD required thirty-seven major bases to police its realm from Britannia to Egypt, from Hispania to Armenia. Perhaps the optimum number of major citadels and fortresses for an imperialist aspiring to dominate the world is somewhere between thirty-five and forty. Using data from fiscal year 2005, the Pentagon bureaucrats calculated that its overseas bases were worth at least $127 billion -- surely far too low a figure but still larger than the gross domestic products of most countries -- and an estimated $658.1 billion for all of them, foreign and domestic (a base's "worth" is based on a Department of Defense estimate of what it would cost to replace it). During fiscal 2005, the military high command deployed to our overseas bases some 196,975 uniformed personnel as well as an equal number of dependents and Department of Defense civilian officials, and employed an additional 81,425 locally hired foreigners. 


Aff – Johnson = Aff

Johnson concludes aff

Chalmers Johnson, 9 president of the Japan Policy Research Institute, "Tomgram: Chalmers Johnson, Dismantling the Empire," http://www.tomdispatch.com/post/175101
I believe a better solution would be to radically reduce the size of our standing army, and bring the troops home from countries where they do not understand their environments and have been taught to think of the inhabitants as inferior to themselves. 10 Steps Toward Liquidating the Empire Dismantling the American empire would, of course, involve many steps. Here are ten key places to begin: 1. We need to put a halt to the serious environmental damage done by our bases planet-wide. We also need to stop writing SOFAs that exempt us from any responsibility for cleaning up after ourselves. 2. Liquidating the empire will end the burden of carrying our empire of bases and so of the "opportunity costs" that go with them -- the things we might otherwise do with our talents and resources but can't or won't. 3. As we already know (but often forget), imperialism breeds the use of torture. In the 1960s and 1970s we helped overthrow the elected governments in Brazil and Chile and underwrote regimes of torture that prefigured our own treatment of prisoners in Iraq and Afghanistan. (See, for instance, A.J. Langguth, Hidden Terrors [Pantheon, 1979], on how the U.S. spread torture methods to Brazil and Uruguay.) Dismantling the empire would potentially mean a real end to the modern American record of using torture abroad. 4. We need to cut the ever-lengthening train of camp followers, dependents, civilian employees of the Department of Defense, and hucksters -- along with their expensive medical facilities, housing requirements, swimming pools, clubs, golf courses, and so forth -- that follow our military enclaves around the world. 5. We need to discredit the myth promoted by the military-industrial complex that our military establishment is valuable to us in terms of jobs, scientific research, and defense. These alleged advantages have long been discredited by serious economic research. Ending empire would make this happen. 6. As a self-respecting democratic nation, we need to stop being the world's largest exporter of arms and munitions and quit educating Third World militaries in the techniques of torture, military coups, and service as proxies for our imperialism. A prime candidate for immediate closure is the so-called School of the Americas, the U.S. Army's infamous military academy at Fort Benning, Georgia, for Latin American military officers. (See Chalmers Johnson, The Sorrows of Empire [Metropolitan Books, 2004], pp. 136-40.) 7. Given the growing constraints on the federal budget, we should abolish the Reserve Officers' Training Corps and other long-standing programs that promote militarism in our schools. 8. We need to restore discipline and accountability in our armed forces by radically scaling back our reliance on civilian contractors, private military companies, and agents working for the military outside the chain of command and the Uniform Code of Military Justice. (See Jeremy Scahill, Blackwater:The Rise of the World's Most Powerful Mercenary Army [Nation Books, 2007]). Ending empire would make this possible. 9. We need to reduce, not increase, the size of our standing army and deal much more effectively with the wounds our soldiers receive and combat stress they undergo. 10. To repeat the main message of this essay, we must give up our inappropriate reliance on military force as the chief means of attempting to achieve foreign policy objectives. Unfortunately, few empires of the past voluntarily gave up their dominions in order to remain independent, self-governing polities. The two most important recent examples are the British and Soviet empires. If we do not learn from their examples, our decline and fall is foreordained. 


Aff – Johnson Wrong

Empire is false – US military power is not as dark as Johnson claims – the US has withdrawn many times in the past

G. John Ikenberry, 4 Foreign Affairs, March/April 2004, "Illusions of Empire: Defining the New American Order" http://didattica.spbo.unibo.it/bologna/dipartim/dist/Letture2009/Ikenberry.pdf
Unfortunately, Johnson offers no coherent theory of why the United States seeks empire. At one point, he suggests that the American military empire is founded on "a vast complex of interests, commitments, and projects." The empire of bases has become institutionalized in the military establishment and has taken on a life of its own. There is no discussion, however, of the forces within U.S. politics that resist or reject empire. As aresult, Johnson finds imperialism everywhere and in everything the United States does, in its embrace of open markets and global economic integration as much as in its pursuit of narrow economic gains.

Johnson also offers little beyond passing mention about the societies presumed to be under Washington's thumb. Domination and exploitation are, of course, not always self- evident. Military pacts and security partnerships are clearly part of the structure of U.S. global power, and they often reinforce fragile and corrupt governments in order to project U.S. influence. But countries can also use security ties with the United States to their own advantage. Japan may be a subordinate security partner, but the U.S.-Japan alliance also allows Tokyo to forgo a costly buildup of military capacity that would destabilize East Asia. Moreover, countries do have other options: they can, and often do, escape U.S. domination simply by asking the United States to leave. The Philippines did so, and South Korea may be next. The variety and complexity of U.S. security ties with other states makes Johnson's simplistic view of military hegemony misleading. In fact, the U.S. alliance system -- remarkably intact after half a century -- has helped create a stable, open political space. Cooperative security is not just an instrument of U.S. domination; it is also a tool of political architecture. But Johnson neglects the broader complex of U.S.-supported multilateral rules and institutions that give depth and complexity to the international order. Ultimately, it is not clear what the United States could do -- short of retreating into its borders or ceasing to exist -- that would save it from Johnson's condemnation.

Aff – Realism/Security Good

The world becomes more dangerous in a world without US security

G. John Ikenberry, 4 Foreign Affairs, March/April 2004, "Illusions of Empire: Defining the New American Order" http://didattica.spbo.unibo.it/bologna/dipartim/dist/Letture2009/Ikenberry.pdf
Todd is correct that the ability of any state to dominate the international system depends on its economic strength. As economic dominance shifts, American unipolarity willeventually give way to a new distribution of power. But, contrary to Todd's diagnosis, the United States retains formidable socioeconomic advantages. And his claim that a rapacious clique of frightened oligarchs has taken over U.S. democracy is simply bizarre. Most important, Todd's assertion that Russia and other great powers are preparing to counterbalance U.S. power misses the larger patterns of geopolitics. Europe, Japan, Russia, and China have sought to engage the United States strategically, not simply to resist it. They are pursuing influence and accommodation within the existing order, not trying to overturn it. In fact, the great powers worry more about a detached, isolationist United States than they do about a United States bent on global rule. Indeed, much of the pointed criticism of U.S. unilateralism reflects a concern that the United States will stop providing security and stability, not a hope that it will decline and disappear.

Alternative to US power will result in chaos – power vacuums result in war

G. John Ikenberry, 4 Foreign Affairs, March/April 2004, "Illusions of Empire: Defining the New American Order" http://didattica.spbo.unibo.it/bologna/dipartim/dist/Letture2009/Ikenberry.pdf
Ferguson's most interesting claim is that the world needs more of this liberal American empire. This argument stems in part from the uncontroversial claim that the currentinternational order needs enlightened leadership and that only Washington can provide it. (Ferguson holds little hope that Europe will ever overcome its preoccupation with the internal contradictions of its enlargement.) It is especially the wider system of sovereign but failed states that needs imperial supervision by Washington. In vast swatches of Africa, Asia, and the Middle East national self-determination has led to much grief. Ferguson argues without qualification that "the experiment with political independence -- especially in Africa -- has been a disaster for most poor countries." To Ferguson, the extension of liberal empire into these regions (even involving some form of colonial rule) is necessary. What precisely these imperial arrangements would look like, however, remains unclear.

Lack of US power results in conflict

G. John Ikenberry, 4 Foreign Affairs, March/April 2004, "Illusions of Empire: Defining the New American Order" http://didattica.spbo.unibo.it/bologna/dipartim/dist/Letture2009/Ikenberry.pdf
Ferguson's case for the virtues of American empire hinges on his claim that in the aftermath of the Soviet Union's collapse, the world could have gone one of two ways: international order organized around independent nations or an American imperium. He maintains that a world of decentralized, competing states, many of which are not democracies, would result in chaos. This may be true; he is certainly right that stability and open markets are not easily sustained without the support of powerful states. But the notion of liberal empire conflates very different types of U.S.-led order. One in which Washington coerces other states into obedience is very different from a system of multilateral rules and close partnerships. The challenges of peace and economic development that Ferguson identifies are best pursued by advanced democracies workingtogether. Ultimately, such a cooperative order would require that Washington transcend the atavistic habits of empire rather than pursue a more complete realization of it.


Aff – Realism/Security Good

The US needs to use its power to help avoid conflict in the international order

G. John Ikenberry, 4 Foreign Affairs, March/April 2004, "Illusions of Empire: Defining the New American Order" http://didattica.spbo.unibo.it/bologna/dipartim/dist/Letture2009/Ikenberry.pdf
Yet precisely the opposite is true. The United States does not need to view the world as its Raj and deploy a colonial service to the vast periphery; it needs to find ways to exercise its power in sustained, legitimate ways, working with others and developing more complex forms of cooperative international governance. It is also extremely doubtful that the American people would accept such a massive imperial undertaking: last September, as soon as President Bush revealed the price tag for occupying Iraq, public support plummeted immediately.


Aff – No Impact

No impact – the US does not fight wars without impunity – at best they win a proxy war

G. John Ikenberry, 4 Foreign Affairs, March/April 2004, "Illusions of Empire: Defining the New American Order" http://didattica.spbo.unibo.it/bologna/dipartim/dist/Letture2009/Ikenberry.pdf
Is the United States an empire? If so, Ferguson's liberal empire is a more persuasive portrait than is Johnson's military empire. But ultimately, the notion of empire is misleading -- and misses the distinctive aspects of the global political order that has developed around U.S. power. The United States has pursued imperial policies, especially toward weak countries in the periphery. But U.S. relations with Europe, Japan, China, and Russia cannot be described as imperial, even when "neo" or "liberal" modifies the term. The advanced democracies operate within a "security community" in which the use or threat of force is unthinkable. Their economies are deeply interwoven. Together, they form a political order built on bargains, diffuse reciprocity, and an array of intergovernmental institutions and ad hoc working relationships. This is not empire; it is a U.S.-led democratic political order that has no name or historical antecedent.

There are limits to Empire – even if they win an impact it’s a small conflict – not a major war

G. John Ikenberry, 4 Foreign Affairs, March/April 2004, "Illusions of Empire: Defining the New American Order" http://didattica.spbo.unibo.it/bologna/dipartim/dist/Letture2009/Ikenberry.pdf
To be sure, the neoconservatives in Washington have trumpeted their own imperial vision: an era of global rule organized around the bold unilateral exercise of military power, gradual disentanglement from the constraints of multilateralism, and an aggressive effort to spread freedom and democracy. But this vision is founded on illusions of U.S. power. It fails to appreciate the role of cooperation and rules in the exercise and preservation of such power. Its pursuit would strip the United States of its legitimacy as the preeminent global power and severely compromise the authority that flows from such legitimacy.Ultimately, the neoconservatives are silent on the full range of global challenges and opportunities that face the United States. And as Ferguson notes, the American public has no desire to run colonies or manage a global empire. Thus, there are limits on American imperial pretensions even in a unipolar era.

The US empire is not coercive – it governs openly and has democratic checks

G. John Ikenberry, 4 Foreign Affairs, March/April 2004, "Illusions of Empire: Defining the New American Order" http://didattica.spbo.unibo.it/bologna/dipartim/dist/Letture2009/Ikenberry.pdf
But Ferguson is even more taken by parallels with the British Empire. U.S. presidents, from Woodrow Wilson, Franklin Roosevelt, and John F. Kennedy to Ronald Reagan, Bill Clinton, and George W. Bush, have put their power to work promoting the great liberal ideals of economic openness, democracy, limited government, human dignity, and the rule of law -- a "strategy of openness" that is remarkably similar, Ferguson argues, to the aspirations of the British Empire in the second half of the nineteenth century. After all, it was a young Winston Churchill who argued that the aim of British imperialism was to "give peace to warring tribes, to administer justice where all was violence, to strike the chains off the slave, to draw the richness from the soil, to place the earliest seeds of commerce and learning, to increase in whole peoples their capacities for pleasure and diminish their chances of pain. ... " Most of Colossus retells the familiar story of the rise of U.S. global dominance as an exercise in liberal empire. What is distinctive about American imperialism, according to Ferguson, is that it has been pursued in the name of anti-imperialism. For each phase of U.S. history, Ferguson nicely illuminates the tensions between republican ideals and the exercise of global power and shows how those tensions are often resolved. The Cold War -- and George Kennan's doctrine of containment -- provides the ultimate example of this fusion of anti-imperialism and hard power. Security, openness, democratic community, political commitment, and the mobilization of U.S. power went together. The core of U.S. global rule involved the enforcement of rules of economic openness, but the United States was also willing to act forcefully to integrate countries into the liberal order.


Aff – No Impact

No impact – great peace, deterrence and economics explain the lack of conflict more than Empire. There are checks on imperial ambitions

G. John Ikenberry, 4 Foreign Affairs, March/April 2004, "Illusions of Empire: Defining the New American Order" http://didattica.spbo.unibo.it/bologna/dipartim/dist/Letture2009/Ikenberry.pdf
Ultimately, the empire debate misses the most important international development of recent years: the long peace among great powers, which some scholars argue marks the end of great-power war. Capitalism, democracy, and nuclear weapons all help explain this peace. But so too does the unique way in which the United States has gone about the business of building an international order. The United States' success stems from the creation and extension of international institutions that have limited and legitimated U.S. power. The United States is now caught in a struggle between liberal rule and imperial rule. Both impulses lie deep within the American body politic. But the dangers and costs of running the world as an American empire are great, and the nation's deep faith in the rule of law is undiminished. When all is said and done, Americans are less interested in ruling the world than they are in creating a world of rules.

There are democratic limits to US empire – its not dangerous

G. John Ikenberry, 4 Foreign Affairs, March/April 2004, "Illusions of Empire: Defining the New American Order" http://didattica.spbo.unibo.it/bologna/dipartim/dist/Letture2009/Ikenberry.pdf
When Ferguson says that he is "fundamentally in favor of empire," he is to some extent pulling a conceptual sleight of hand. What Ferguson means by "liberal empire" scholars have previously called "liberal hegemony": a hierarchical order that is still very different from traditional forms of empire. By virtue of its power, the liberal hegemon can act on its long-term interests rather than squabble over short-term gains with other states; it can identify its own national interests with the openness and stability of the larger system. The United States thus shapes and dominates the international order while guaranteeing a flow of benefits to other governments that earns their acquiescence. In contrast to empire, this negotiated order depends on agreement over the rules of the system between the leading state and everyone else. In this way, the norms and institutions that have developed around U.S. hegemony both limit the actual coercive exercise of U.S. power and draw other states into the management of the system.


Aff – Lash Out Turn

Collapsing empire results in the US fighting wars to maintain its power

G. John Ikenberry, 4 Foreign Affairs, March/April 2004, "Illusions of Empire: Defining the New American Order" http://didattica.spbo.unibo.it/bologna/dipartim/dist/Letture2009/Ikenberry.pdf
Two implications follow from the United States' strange condition as "economically dependent and politically useless." First, the United States is becoming a global economic predator, sustaining itself through an increasingly fragile system of "tribute taking." It has lost the ability to couple its own economic gain with the economic advancement of other societies. Second, a weakened United States will resort to more desperate and aggressive actions to retain its hegemonic position. Todd identifies this impulse behind confrontations with Iraq, Iran, and North Korea. Indeed, in his most dubious claim, Todd argues that the corruption of U.S. democracy is giving rise to a poorly supervised ruling class that will be less restrained in its use of military force against other democracies, those in Europe included. For Todd, all of this points to the disintegration of the American empire.


Aff – K fails – Must Act

The K alternative cannot solve – we need to engage the military – not refuse it

William J. Astore is a retired lieutenant colonel (USAF), February 6, 2008, "Militarism is deeply entranced in the American psyche" http://www.alternet.org/world/75940/?page=1
The point is this: It's not enough simply to rail against the military or militarism, however enlightened it makes you feel. There are powerful reasons why Americans trust our military and continue to join its ranks. Unless these are grasped, efforts to redirect our nation along less militaristic lines will founder on the shores of incomprehension. After all, isn't the full media story not only that our all-volunteer military is having trouble meeting its recruiting goals -- hardly surprising, given two major, exceedingly hard wars in which victory, however defined, remains frustratingly out of sight -- but also that the military is nonetheless close to meeting those goals? Admittedly, recruiting standards have been relaxed, signing bonuses increased, and waivers and promotions liberally granted. Even so, our military is not just signing up the rural poor, urban dead-enders, or knuckle-dragging hayseeds (though some critics seem to think otherwise, judging by the unfortunate title of a recent piece in Slate, "Dumb and Dumber"). The comment by John Kerry in 2006, to the effect that students who can't make it in college end up "stuck in Iraq," struck many Americans as grossly unfair precisely because military service still remains a proud first-choice for many young Americans. If the operating equation is military = bad, are we not effectively excusing ourselves or our children from any obligation to serve -- even any obligation simply to engage with the military? Indeed, are we even patting ourselves on the back for the wisdom of our non-choice and our non-participation? Rarely has a failure to sacrifice or even to engage come at a more self-ennobling price -- or a more self-destructive one for progressive agendas.
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