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The Evidence Standard 

Speech and Debate provides a meaningful and educational experience to all who are involved. We, 

as educators in the community, believe that it is our responsibility to provide resources that 

uphold the foundation of the Speech and Debate activity. Champion Briefs, its employees, 

managers, and associates take an oath to uphold the following Evidence Standard: 

 

1. We will never falsify facts, opinions, dissents, or any other information. 

2. We will never knowingly distribute information that has been proven to be inaccurate, even if 

the source of the information is legitimate. 

3. We will actively fight the dissemination of false information and will provide the community 

with clarity if we learn that a third-party has attempted to commit deception. 

4. We will never support or distribute studies, news articles, or other materials that use 

inaccurate methodologies to reach a conclusion or prove a point. 

5. We will provide meaningful clarification to any who question the legitimacy of information 

distributed by ourselves or by any third-party. 

6. We will actively contribute to students’ understanding of the world by using evidence from a 

multitude of perspectives and schools of thought. 

7. We will, within our power, assist the community as a whole in its mission to achieve the goals 

and vision of this activity. 

 

These seven statements, while simple, represent the complex notion of what it means to 
advance students’ understanding of the world around them, as is the purpose of educators.
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Letter from the Editor 

Happy New Year! The 2018-2019 debate season rolls on! We at Champion Briefs are 

excited to serve the debate community and once again we’d like to thank all of our readers for 

their continued support. 

The new topic raises a lot of timely questions. With the debate about arming Saudi 

Arabia’s war against Yemen or questions about the amount of aid provided in general there is a 

lot of recent literature. On both the affirmative and negative side of the debate we’ve taken an 

approach to the topic that allows students to explore various types of arguments from very 

traditional approaches such as investigating a government’s obligations to citizens of other 

nations to the role that capitalism plays in the United States’ engagement with other nations. 

This approach has continued the tradition of making Champion Briefs publications well-

rounded and usable for students at every level in our community. 

 While many in the community bemoan topics that deal explicitly with foreign policy, I 

think it is always good to shift our focus away from our own shores every now and then. How 

the United States engages with the rest of the world carries with it many interesting questions. 

Before exploring the topic, I want to leave you with the word of President Roosevelt while 

defending US military aid before and during WWII: “Suppose my neighbor's home catches fire, 

and I have a length of garden hose four or five hundred feet away. If he can take my garden 

hose and connect it up with his hydrant, I may help him to put out his fire...”  

Good luck and enjoy the topic!	

 

Daniel Shatzkin 

Editor-in-Chief 
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Topic Analysis by Sheryl Kaczmarek 

 
Resolved: The United States ought not provide military aid to authoritarian regimes. 
 

A couple days ago, one of my novices walked into class and, upon seeing the January-

February 2019 topic for the first time, asked a fundamental resolution question: Why would the 

US want to give military aid to any authoritarian regime? I must admit that part of my brain 

asks that same question, every time we do it, but since the US has a long history of providing 

military aid to authoritarian regimes, the actual list of reasons for doing so is also extensive, 

despite the ethical and practical concerns associated with providing that aid. Anyone who 

wants to engage in topic specific debate on the Jan-Feb resolution really ought to learn about 

both the history of such assistance, and the current examples of military aid, because this topic 

addresses core issues in US foreign policy and US geo-strategic thinking. 

Before we delve more deeply into some of the history, and into current events, I would 

like to briefly examine two important phrases in the resolution, “military aid” and 

“authoritarian regimes,” although it is probably worth mentioning that the resolution says 

United States, not United States Federal Government. I tend to believe that “military aid” is a 

thing only the USFG actually provides, but I would not be surprised if some folks took a more 

“creative” look at the resolution and talked instead about private military assistance from US 

individuals/corporations to various countries, instead of governmental actions. Teams 

interested in even more critical affirmatives could keep the discussions domestic by referring to 

individual state or local governments as authoritarian regimes, especially in the context of the 
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militarizing US police forces, so that they can get more tools to repress racial, ethnic or religious 

minorities. Check out this link https://www.pbs.org/newshour/science/police-militarization-

fails-to-protect-officers-and-targets-black-communities-study-finds if you are interested in 

keeping the topic domestic, or continue with me to look at more traditional interpretations of 

the resolution. 

The USFG divides its foreign aid into two categories – military and economic – which 

would seem to nudge debaters in a governmental direction, but nudges are not certainties, 

especially when the lines between military and economic aid are often blurred. It is surprisingly 

difficult to find a clear and current list of the countries receiving US military aid, especially since 

some of the items included in “economic aid” look like military aid to me. For many years, Israel 

and Egypt were the two biggest recipients of US military aid, but as of 2016, Iraq received the 

most, pushing Israel into second place, and Afghanistan received considerably more than fourth 

place Egypt. Jordan rounded out the top five, and Pakistan placed sixth in 2016. According to 

Concern Worldwide (an international relief organization):  

“It might come as a surprise to discover that the lion’s share of American foreign 

assistance is for military purposes that serve American national security interests. Of the 

roughly 18.2 billion foreign aid dollars given to the top 10 countries, about 11.6 billion 

was designated as military funds.” 

https://www.concernusa.org/story/foreign-aid-by-country-getting-how-much/ 

  

. 
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Knowing which countries receive military aid from the United States is only half of the 

story of this resolution, however, because the resolution asks us to focus on “authoritarian 

regimes” that are receiving that support. Although you will likely find various ways to define an 

authoritarian regime, I will reference the Democracy Index 2017, put together by The 

Economist Intelligence Unit. Alexandra Ma of Business Insider explained on Feb. 4, 2018: 

“Countries are given a score out of 10 based on five criteria. Above eight is a "full 

democracy," while below four is an "authoritarian regime." 

Scandinavian countries topped the list and the US remained a "flawed democracy" in 

this index. 

The study has five criteria: Whether elections are free and fair ("electoral process and 

pluralism"), whether governments have checks and balances ("functioning of 

government"), whether citizens are included in politics ("political participation"), the 

level of support for the government ("political culture"), and whether people have 

freedom of expression ("civil liberties").” 

https://www.businessinsider.com/economist-intelligence-unit-2017-democracy-index-worst-

countries-2018-1  

According to the 2017 report, three of the top six US military aid recipients – 

Afghanistan, Egypt and Jordan – are authoritarian regimes, and Iraq and Pakistan are just barely 

hybrid regimes. Israel, like the United States, is considered a flawed democracy. The full 

Democracy Index 2017 report is worth reading, as background to this topic, or to the illiberal 

democracies in Europe topic, should that one be chosen for March-April or for NSDA Nats. 
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http://www.eiu.com/Handlers/WhitepaperHandler.ashx?fi=Democracy_Index_2017.pdf&mode

=wp&campaignid=DemocracyIndex2017 

It seems clear that any country on the list of authoritarian regimes currently receiving 

US military assistance could be its own affirmative case, or its own PIC, if the affirmative attacks 

military aid to authoritarian regimes as a whole and the negative chooses to defend continued 

assistance to a specific place. Since potential affirmative cases are also potential counterplans, I 

don’t think I find the subdividing of the resolution to be abusive on either side, as long as the 

authoritarian regimes being discussed come from a list as predictable as the Democracy Index 

2017 report. I would recommend not including hybrid regimes in the subdividing (since there 

are plenty of interesting places to discuss without doing that), although it is probably true that 

evidence exists from other sources to designate at least some of those places as authoritarian.  

Saudi Arabia, for example, is tied for eighth most authoritarian regime on the 

Democracy Index 2017 list, and I could spend the rest of this analysis just talking about Saudi 

Arabia. I have found it difficult to determine how much military aid the US is giving to Saudi 

Arabia, but Ben Wolfgang of The Washington Times wrote on Wednesday, September 12, 2018: 

“The Trump administration on Wednesday said it was sticking with Saudi Arabia and its 

allies, telling Congress that they are doing all they can to avoid civilian casualties in 

Yemen’s bloody civil war — a controversial conclusion that will permit continued U.S. 

support in the campaign and allow American military aid to keep flowing to the Saudi-

led coalition.” 

https://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2018/sep/12/mike-pompeo-us-allows-military-aid-

saudi-arabia-ye/ 
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This article was written before the killing of Jamal Khashoggi, and since that time, there 

has been increasing political pressure, even from Republicans, to “punish” Saudi Arabia in some 

way, but so far, the president remains a supporter of the Crown Prince. Saudi Arabia purchases 

a lot of US-made military equipment, a fact the president has used to justify the continued 

military relationship, despite Yemen and Khashoggi. It might be true that if we cut off military 

aid (even if there isn’t much of it), that Saudi Arabia would purchase military equipment from 

China or Russia instead of us, which would have financial repercussions for US arms 

manufacturers (we do sell them LOTS of arms). Part of the president’s America First approach is 

to protect American businesses, even if there might be external reasons not to. 

All of which leads to the heart of the discussion of why we ought, or ought not, provide 

military aid to authoritarian regimes. One of the maxims of international relations, often put 

into practice by the United States (and other nations) is the following: The enemy of my enemy 

is my friend. It was this concept that regularly pushed the United States into the arms of 

dictators throughout the Cold War. The Cold War ended well before any of today’s high school 

students were born, but for coaches like me, it was the daily news. I think anyone who didn’t 

live through those times ought to do some bonus reading. Spoiler Alert: The US and the USSR 

spent a lot of money backing “Friends” regardless of their politics, in what truly was a global 

battle for dominance, and while it is also true that the US and USSR never got into a direct 

shooting war with one another (Mutually Assured Destruction prevented that) numerous proxy 

wars occurred, and many people died, because our military aid was used against Soviet military 

aid. Looking back, I can understand why both governments behaved as they did, and it might 

have been a bad thing if one government bought dozens of friends with their military aid while 
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the other did nothing, because that really could have shifted the Balance of Power. 

Unfortunately, the legacy of those days is still being felt, especially in some African, Central and 

South American, and Asian countries. 

During the Cold War the United States was VERY SERIOUS about preventing the spread 

of communism in “our” hemisphere. The takeover by the Castro brothers in Cuba in 1959 

weighed heavily on Republican and Democratic administrations, early on causing the Kennedy 

administration to attempt to topple the regime with the Bay of Pigs invasion, which was 

followed by the Cuban missile crisis (the time when the US and USSR came closest to engaging 

in all out nuclear war). Later administrations used military aid to right wing/military dictators, as 

a way of stemming the “red tide.” According to Raymond Bonner on April 15, 2016 in The 

Nation, then President Obama apologized to Argentina for the US role in their “dirty war,” but 

Bonner also asked that the US apologize for what we did in El Salvador: 

“That failure to speak out looks benign in contrast to the active role Washington played 

in the “dirty war” in El Salvador in the 1980s, which pitted a right-wing government 

against Marxist guerrillas. The United States sent military advisers to help the 

Salvadoran military fight its dirty war, as well as hundreds of millions of dollars in 

economic and military aid. 

In Argentina, the security forces killed some 30,000 civilians. In El Salvador, more than 

75,000 lost their lives during the civil war, which lasted from 1980 until the 1992 peace 

agreement. The guerrillas committed atrocities, but the United Nations Truth 

Commission, established as part of the accord, found that more than 85 percent of the 
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killings, kidnappings, and torture had been the work of government forces, which 

included paramilitaries, death squads, and army units trained by the United States.” 

https://www.thenation.com/article/time-for-a-us-apology-to-el-salvador/ 

I would argue now, as I did at the time, that the United States ought not have been in 

the business of aiding death squads, regardless of our fear of communists, especially since 

kindness and economic assistance might have worked far better.  

As an affirmative on this resolution, I would be dusting off these and other examples 

(the death of Salvador Allende and subsequent US support of military dictator Augusto Pinochet 

in Chile or the unsuccessful US attempt to prevent Daniel Ortega from gaining control in 

Nicaragua) to prove that sacrificing values like human decency and the respect for human life 

(even socialist or communist human lives) is unacceptable, and that no good can come from 

violating fundamental democratic principles. Any philosopher who values life, rejects the use of 

people as means to geopolitical ends or suggests that moral/acceptable governments cannot 

countenance the rape and murder of civilians, or even the torture of combatants, will be useful 

to affirmatives on this resolution. 

From my perspective, defending those sorts of actions will be pretty difficult for the 

negative, which is why I recommend that negatives take different approaches. For one thing, 

there are plenty of US hegemony authors who have talked about a world where the US is 

perceived to be the leader as being better than a world without an authoritative US presence. 

Our current political circumstances notwithstanding (it is tough to figure out whether Donald 

Trump wants to lead the world or not), power vacuums are dangerous, and it might be bad for 

the US to allow China or Russia to fill in where we once had controlling influence. While it is 
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arguable as to whether military aid does buy friends and influence other nations (the 

affirmative should be prepared to argue that it does not), US abandonment of its current 

friends would likely encourage those nations to seek friends elsewhere. I don’t agree with much 

President Trump says, but he is probably correct that if US companies don’t sell Saudi Arabia 

weapons, they will find companies/countries that will, but even so, does that mean we ought to 

be giving Saudi Arabia military aid? 

My guess is that negatives will want to say yes. After all, arms sales are important to the 

bottom line for US manufacturers. US arms sales are numbered in the tens of billions of dollars, 

which probably translates to a fair number of American manufacturing jobs. It would not be 

good for our arms industry to lose contracts because would be purchasers expected US aid to 

sweeten the deals, once that aid no longer existed. Anyone wanting to make this argument 

needs to do more research than I have (and I would reiterate that finding supportable numbers 

is tricky), but the extra effort will be worth it. Economic impacts are big and scary, regardless of 

whether it is the standard economic collapse precipitates war (which goes nuclear), or the more 

modern economic downturn pushes President Trump into a diversionary war. Note to people 

debating against such arguments: Read the non-underlined/non-highlighted fine print, both 

with respect to the amount of actual military aid, and the linkage to weapons sales and from 

weapons sales to the broader economy, because the numbers might not be “quite” what they 

appear to be. Most debaters are not economics experts, and while many folks talk about fuzzy 

math in PF, the economy is a place where every debater gets a bit fuzzy. 

Beyond economic considerations, there is always security politics. The US does not have 

many friends in the Middle East, and one of them is Israel, which complicates other potential 
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friendships. Our decades of military aid to Egypt was, and is, part of the price we pay, for 

Egypt’s support of Peace Accords with Israel, and clearly President Trump sees our support of 

Saudi Arabia as a hedge against Iran. Even though there have been times when Iran was our 

friend, this is not one of them, and in case you are unaware, the US also provided substantial 

military aid to Iraq, as a hedge against Iran, when Saddam Hussain was in power, and to the 

Taliban in Afghanistan, as a hedge against Soviet influence in the region during the Cold War. 

The Taliban has been our enemy for awhile now, and we have been at war with Iraq twice in 

this century, which ironically means we have used our weapons to fight our own weapons, in 

both Afghanistan and Iraq, and now both of those countries receive a lot of US military aid. 

In the end, I have strong personal doubts about the efficacy of military aid as a way to 

secure the kinds of friendships that are genuinely in the best interests of the United States, and 

there are excellent authors you can use to verify my doubts. On the other hand, there are 

numerous excellent sources that argue the reverse, or at least argue that the US leaving a 

power vacuum on the planet is a very bad idea, all of which means this is a highly debatable 

topic, exactly what we need for Jan-Feb, also known as the topic that lasts forever. 

 

About Sheryl Kaczmarek 

Sheryl is about to finish her 35th year of coaching speech & debate. Her career began at 

Brookfield Central High School in Wisconsin in the 1982-83 school year, coaching exclusively 

policy debate (and speech) since LD had not yet spread across the country, and no one had 

even dreamed of PF. She spent 10 years at Brookfield Central, before spending one year at 

Glenbrook North, then moved east to Newburgh Free Academy in New York, where she 
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Topic Analysis by Charles Karcher 

 

Resolved: The United States ought not provide military aid to authoritarian regimes. 

 

 The 2018 January/February NSDA Lincoln-Douglas topic is: Resolved: The United States 

ought not provide military aid to authoritarian regimes. I am happy that the LD community can 

finally debate a foreign policy topic again, especially after our last two topics, which focused 

more on individual governments and government systems. That being said, there are several 

interesting arguments that will surface during the span of this topic. In this topic analysis, I will 

be shedding some light on some of those arguments, as well analyze the topic itself. 

 Before breaking down the topic, it is important to consider the general trends and 

tournaments of January and February Lincoln-Douglas. The first tournament on the topic, Blake, 

is on the third weekend of December. Because the topic was only released a few weeks before 

this tournament happens, it is important for competitors to understand the topic holistically in 

order to be ready to debate unexpected positions. In the new year, there are a slew of large 

circuit tournaments that will see unparalleled development of arguments and strategies. Most 

notable of this tournament lineup are Lexington, Emory, Harvard, and Harvard-Westlake. After 

these tournaments, the circuit season quickly dwindles down, leaving room for local and 

regional qualifying tournaments for state and national tournaments. Because of this, it is 

important to consider some traditional strategies so that you are able to adopt to potentially 

traditional judges at qualifying tournaments. 
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Topic Breakdown 

 It is safe to assume that the actor that the resolution implies is the United States Federal 

Government, as it is the federal government, not state governments, that provides military aid 

to other countries. The inclusion of the word “ought” in the topic will prove to be useful in 

traditional debates that use the values of morality and justice. On the flipside, it can also be 

argued that the word “ought” implies the proposal of a policy option, which gives leeway to 

debaters that wish to defend an advocacy about the topic in their affirmative case. “Military 

aid” is defined by Shah (2010)1: “The aid may be in the form of training, or even giving credits 

for foreign militaries to purchase weapons and equipment from the donor country.” I believe 

that this concisely defines military aid and the ways that it can be provided. 

 “to authoritarian regimes” 

 The definition of “authoritarian regimes” varies considerably depending on the source’s 

interpretation of authoritarianism. For instance, Recalde (2018)2 writes that, “The term 

'authoritarian regimes' ('a.r.') in its broadest sense encompasses all forms of undemocratic 

rule.” This definition would certainly pave the way to a broader debate, because it includes 

every government that has undemocratic rule, instead of just governments that are entirely 

authoritarian. This could theoretically be stretched to countries that logically are not 

authoritarian, such as the United Kingdom, just because it is not technically a full democracy. 

																																																								
1	Shah, A. (2010). Military Aid. Retrieved from http://www.globalissues.org/article/785/military-aid	
 
2	Recalde, P. (2018). Authoritarian Regimes. Retrieved from https://www.uni-
bielefeld.de/cias/wiki/a_Authoritarian%20Regimes.html	
 



Topic Analysis by Charles Karcher Jan/Feb 2019 
 
 

Champion Briefs  30 

That being said, I think that it would be strategic for affirmative positions to adopt a stricter 

definition of “authoritarian regimes,” such as that provided by Encyclopedia Britannica (2017)3: 

“In government, authoritarianism denotes any political system that concentrates power in the 

hands of a leader or a small elite that is not constitutionally responsible to the body of the 

people.” This definition establishes clearer parameters for the debate and ensures that the 

round won’t be an arbitrary discussion about the United States providing military aid to any 

random country that has some small authoritarian element. 

 It is also important to note that “authoritarian regimes” is plural, meaning that negative 

debaters can argue that the affirmative must prove that all instances of the United States 

providing military aid to authoritarian regimes is necessary to prove the resolution true, rather 

than simply proving that a specific authoritarian country should no longer receive military aid 

from the United States.  

Affirmative Positions 

 The first affirmative case that I will evaluate is an oppression affirmative case. This 

position would defend the entirety of the resolution and claim that the provision of military aid 

to authoritarian regimes generally contributes to violence and oppression in recipient 

countries. This case could be used in both progressive and traditional settings, as it makes a 

strong and consistent thesis claim, is supported by plenty of examples, and is substantiated by a 

slew of tangible impacts. The arguments in this case would pair best with a framework that 

prioritizes the minimization of oppression. While many may immediately think of the popular 

																																																								
3	Encyclopedia Britannica, Inc. (2017). Authoritarianism. In Encyclopedia Britannica. 
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Structural Violence framework, it is important to realize that the impacts of this affirmative are 

tangible, direct forms of violence that result in death at the hands of oppressive militaries and 

governments. Because of this, many of the impacts of this affirmative are not “structural” in 

nature. Thus, I don’t believe that the popular structural violence cards would be beneficial to a 

framework for this affirmative. Instead, cards that emphasize the importance of evaluating 

material oppression would contribute to a strong anti-oppression framework for this case. 

Oppression is also at the core of the literature base of the topic, as a quick Google search 

reveals a number of articles and reports that discuss the surprising impacts that U.S. military aid 

has when it is in the hands of authoritarian regimes. Vine (2017)4 provides a clear explanation 

of the thesis of this part of the literature base: “Many of the 45 present-day undemocratic U.S. 

base hosts qualify as fully “authoritarian regimes,” according to the Economist Democracy 

Index. In such cases, American installations and the troops stationed on them are effectively 

helping block the spread of democracy in countries like Cameroon, Chad, Ethiopia, Jordan, 

Kuwait, Niger, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates.” From this, we can 

derive two contentions to support the oppression affirmative case. First, you can make the 

argument that violence is exacerbated and prolonged through the military aid that the U.S. 

provides to authoritarian regimes. This can be supported by a few case studies. Notably, the 

Cameroon military has been reported to violate human rights through the training that they 

																																																								
4 Vine, D. (2017). How U.S. Military Bases Back Dictators, Autocrats, And Military Regimes. Retrieved 
from https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/how-us-military-bases-back-dictators-autocrats-and-military-
regimes_us_591b229ae4b05dd15f0ba8e6 
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gained through U.S. military aid. Thrall and Cohen (2018)5 write: “Thus, even though American 

"advise and assist" efforts were designed to enable Cameroonian forces to better fight terrorist 

groups, the United States has effectively strengthened a military that now uses its newfound 

abilities against civilians, spawning further human rights abuses and raising the risk of state 

failure.” Additionally, you can make claims about the general effect that military aid has on 

violence in recipient countries. Hartung (2016)6 writes, “In fact, several academic studies have 

indicated that U.S. aid to oppressive governments is far more likely to promote terrorism than it 

is to reduce it.” The second contention that can support this affirmative case is about political 

oppression. The crux of this argument is that the U.S. implicitly legitimizes and props up 

authoritarian regimes when it provides them with military aid. Thinking back to the definition of 

authoritarian regimes, it is clear that they are not quite conducive to freedom and liberty for 

their constituents. Thus, military aid appeases the leaders of authoritarian regimes and makes 

them believe that their behavior is acceptable in the eyes of the international community. This 

makes them less likely to make liberal reforms that would increase freedom and equality for 

citizens. From my understanding of the topic literature, countries such as Egypt and Saudi 

Arabia would be strong examples of this phenomenon that could be used to support this 

contention. 

																																																								
5 Thrall, A., & Cohen, J. (2018). U.S. security aid enables torture in Cameroon. Retrieved from 
https://www.upi.com/US-security-aid-enables-torture-in-Cameroon/7401534247511/ 
 
6 Hartung, W. (2016). Military Aid Should Do No Harm. Retrieved from 
https://www.usnews.com/opinion/blogs/world-report/articles/2016-03-08/us-military-aid-does-too-much-
harm 
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 The next affirmative position that I will discuss is the democracy affirmative case. There 

are several authors that defend that the prioritization of legitimate and pure democracy is of 

utmost importance in discussions of morality and ethics. Thus, the value of morality and value 

criterion of “ensuring legitimate democratic governance” would be a suitable framework for 

this position. In terms of contention-level offense, there are two main areas that are worthy of 

exploring. First, as mentioned previously, the provision of military aid to non-democratic 

countries cements authoritarianism in place by decreasing the likelihood that authoritarian 

leaders make pro-democratic reforms because they don’t see a problem with the status quo. 

Thus, if the U.S. were to stop providing only authoritarian regimes with military aid, it would 

send a strong signal to authoritarian regimes that their behavior is not tolerated because it is 

undemocratic. Even without implementation, this position can posit that if military aid policies 

promote undemocratic governance, the U.S. ought to abandon that policy by nature of being an 

ethical actor. Second, within the U.S. itself, the fascination that the government has with 

military might serves as a large source of business for the Military-Industrial Complex—this is 

proven by recent government budgeting. Hartung (2018)7 explains: “The recent budget plans 

have brought joy to the hearts of one group of needy Americans: the top executives of major 

weapons contractors like Lockheed Martin, Boeing, Northrop Grumman, Raytheon, and General 

Dynamics. They expect a bonanza from the skyrocketing Pentagon expenditures. Don’t be 

surprised if the CEOs of these five firms give themselves nice salary boosts, something to truly 

																																																								
7	Hartung, W. (2018). The Military-Industrial Complex Is on Corporate Welfare. Retrieved from 
https://www.thenation.com/article/the-military-industrial-complex-is-on-corporate-welfare/	
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justify their work, rather than the paltry $96 million they drew as a group in 2016 (the most 

recent year for which full statistics are available).” It can thus be argued that ending the 

business that defense corporations receive from military aid deals would loosen the grip that 

the Military-Industrial Complex has on American democracy. Turley (2014)8 writes, “Even with 

polls showing that the majority of Americans are opposed to continuing the wars in Iraq and 

Afghanistan, the new military-industrial complex continues to easily muster the necessary 

support from both Democrats and Republicans in Congress.” This provides strong support to 

the idea that the lobbying of the Military-Industrial Complex deteriorates American democracy 

through backroom dealings that subordinate the interest of American citizens.  This affirmative 

case can hijack negative strategies independent of the affirmative’s contentions. For example, 

research indicates that one of the overarching causes of terrorism is the lack of access to 

legitimate methods of political expression, such as voting9. Thus, if the negative argues that 

military aid reduces terrorism, this affirmative could make a “root cause claim,” contending that 

the only reason terrorism exists in authoritarian countries is because of a lack of democracy. In 

relation to other strategies, you can make arguments about why democracy is a prerequisite to 

the negative positions, such as NCs. Without democratic avenues to express and deliberate 

their beliefs, how are people able to decide which ethical theory is correct? 

																																																								
8	Turley, J. (2014). Big money behind war: the military-industrial complex. Retrieved from 
https://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/opinion/2014/01/big-money-behind-war-military-industrial-complex-
20141473026736533.html	
 
9	Democracy Is the Best Defense Against Terrorism. (2015). Retrieved from 
https://freedomhouse.org/blog/democracy-best-defense-against-terrorism 
 



Topic Analysis by Charles Karcher Jan/Feb 2019 
 
 

Champion Briefs  35 

Negative Positions 

 Negative strategy will largely depend on the nature of the affirmative case. It is thus 

imperative to have several diverse strategies prepared. I will start my discussion of negative 

positions with policy-esque disadvantages. If you choose to read these arguments, be sure to 

couple them with a Utilitarian framework, as the impacts of these arguments will often be 

large-scale, international impacts. If the U.S. were to suddenly end military support to 

authoritarian regimes, there would undoubtedly be diplomatic consequences. Primarily, the 

removal of U.S.-backed forces around the world would undermine the credibility and 

hegemony of the U.S. This can trigger any one of a number of impact scenarios, such as war, 

the spread of disease, and economic downturn. Aside from the credibility of the U.S., individual 

relationships with countries would likely be damaged. For example, the U.S. recently 

recommitted to providing military aid to Egypt10. Suddenly abandoning this relationship would 

be a surprise to Egypt and make it question its relationship with the U.S. That being said, 

Phillips (2013)11 argues that ending military aid to Egypt would breed anti-American sentiment 

and undermine Egypt’s relations with the United States. More generally, Hindy (2017)12 

observes that China is interested in filling in the gaps that reductions in U.S. foreign aid leave in 

																																																								
10	Browne, R. (2018). US releases $195M in military aid to Egypt that was previously withheld over 
human rights concerns. Retrieved from https://www.cnn.com/2018/07/25/politics/us-military-aid-
egypt/index.html	
 
11	Phillips, J. (2013). Why US aid cuts will backfire in Egypt. Retrieved from 
https://www.heritage.org/middle-east/commentary/why-us-aid-cuts-will-backfire-egypt	
 
12	Hindy, L. (2017). China Strives to Fill America’s Role in Foreign Aid. Retrieved from 
https://tcf.org/content/commentary/china-strives-fill-americas-role-foreign-aid/?session=1	
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the international community. If the United States were to reduce global military aid even 

marginally, it is likely that China will attempt to take the United States’ place and gain more 

power globally. This can further undermine American credibility and reorient global politics 

around China instead of the United States. As we have seen in recent headlines about the U.S.-

China trade war, the relationship between the two countries is one of the most important in 

the world, but also one of the most fragile. Finally, there is a good amount of literature that 

defends that military aid to authoritarian regimes is an inherent good because it prevents 

things like coups, state collapse, and the rise of terrorist organizations. After all, the U.S. 

provides military aid for a reason, and it is likely that its reasoning involves promoting the best 

interest of recipient countries and the U.S. 

Lastly, I will discuss the conditions counterplan. The conditions counterplan can operate 

under several frameworks and can link to a large number of affirmative strategies. This 

counterplan argues that instead of ending military aid to authoritarian regimes, the U.S. should 

establish conditions on the aid that promote democratic reform in recipient countries. This 

counterplan would be best paired with a disadvantage, as the counterplan would not cause the 

same diplomatic blowback that the affirmative advocacy would have. However, it is important 

to make it clear that the counterplan’s establishment of conditions on military aid is not as 

draconian to recipient countries as suddenly ending any and all military aid to them without 

notice. Conditional aid is a diplomatic tool that the U.S. government is familiar with. For 

instance, in 2017, the U.S. declared that further military aid to Pakistan would be dependent on 
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the country proving that its counterterrorism policies are effective. One report13 advocates that 

the continuation of human rights violations in Egypt justify the U.S. placing conditions on future 

military aid to the country. It is evident that this counterplan would be strategic against 

affirmatives that involve oppression and human rights violations. Consider this: if the United 

States were to end its aid relationship with countries with spotty human rights records, the U.S. 

would have much less influence over the improvement of freedom and equality in those 

countries, as the country would no longer have any reason to follow the advice and orders of 

the U.S. since it would no longer have a beneficial relationship with the U.S. to lose. When 

coupled with a Utilitarian disadvantage, this counterplan could functionally hijack the 

affirmative case and framework, even if the negative loses the framework debate. This is 

because you can argue that the risk of the disadvantage occurring would cause impacts that are 

bad under the affirmative framework, such as the wartime deterioration of democratic 

government institutions or the structural violence that would be experienced by civilians in a 

world plagued with war. On top of this, conditional aid could encourage authoritarian regimes 

to rethink the way that they govern and consider the option of a transition to democracy. 

Overall, with some adjustments to the specific text of the counterplan (depending on the 

affirmative) this counterplan will be very strategic and competitive against a number of 

affirmatives on this topic. 

 

																																																								
13 Human Rights First and the Cairo Institute for Human Rights Studies. (2018). Aiding Repression in 
Egypt Why the United States Needs to Keep Human Rights Conditions on Military Aid. Retrieved from 
https://www.humanrightsfirst.org/sites/default/files/Aiding-Repression-in-Egypt-final.pdf 
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Concluding Thoughts 

 This topic not only offers an opportunity for the typical Lincoln-Douglas 

framework debate, but also gives debaters a window into the world of international relations 

and foreign policy. The world is constantly changing, so be sure to stay up to date with the 

politics and relations that your positions involve and update them accordingly. I would suggest 

reading deep into literature about foreign aid, as it is an important discussion that is very 

interesting to read about even absent this topic. I hope that my thoughts on this topic were 

helpful to your preparation for upcoming tournaments! Best of luck, and Happy New Year! 
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Topic Analysis by Daniel Shatzkin 

Resolved: The United States ought not provide military aid to authoritarian regimes. 

 

 While I know that LD topics were voted on before the year started it’s ironic that we 

have now had two topics in a row that appear to be so timely.  With on-going debates about US 

military support for Saudi Arabia’s war in Yemen, the sale of fighter planes to Turkey, and many 

other cases we can see that our debates will mirror much of what is happening right now. It’s 

also important to note that these issues are not unique to the status quo. Understanding both 

the historical instances of US military aid to foreign countries and the current policies will help 

us understand the many questions that are at the core of this topic.  

Interpretations 

Before we can address those arguments though we first need to look at the terms of art 

within the resolution, which is by no means an easy task.  It’s important to note that the 

resolution only says the United States, and some debaters may utilize this for links into both 

critical and theoretical arguments, but for now we can assume that the topic is referring to the 

federal government providing military aid to foreign governments  

The phrase that will most influence the range of countries affected in the topic is 

“authoritarian regimes”.  Authoritarian regimes can be defined simply as “a government that 

concentrates political power in an authority not responsible to the people”14 I’ll be using the 

phrase authoritarian regime, autocracy and dictatorships interchangeably as they are 

																																																								
14 TheFreeDictionary, No Date, "authoritarian regime," https://www.thefreedictionary.com/authoritarian+regime 
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functionally describing the same systems of government. There have been many studies that 

have tried to create a list that show where different governments exist on the spectrum of 

democracy. The Economist has one that I think divides the worlds governments fairly. Using 60 

different indicators they break the world into 4 categories placed on a spectrum of 1-10. The 

categories are: full democracies like Canada and Norway, flawed democracies like the United 

States, France, and Colombia, hybrid democracies such as Turkey, Iraq, and the Ukraine and 

finally they list full authoritarian regimes such as Saudi Arabia, and Afghanistan15.  

Countries that classify as a hybrid democracy are becoming increasingly abundant.  

Where do they fit in the topic? There are many studies you could use to create a bright line for 

authoritarian regimes and one such analysis is by Steven Levitsky and Lucan Way. They argue 

that countries like France and the United Kingdom may have some trends that could be 

deemed illiberal (censorship, suppression of religious expression etc.) they “…do not 

fundamentally alter the playing field between government and opposition.” This means they’re 

classified as flawed Democracies and probably wouldn’t be topical for affirmatives to cut aid to. 

In hybrid or illiberal democracies the violations of democratic principals are “…both frequent 

enough and serious enough to create an uneven playing field between government and 

opposition.” Levitsky and Way prefer to call these countries competitive autocracies and 

therefore they functionally could be considered the same as authoritarian regimes because 

power doesn’t really rest with the people.16 

																																																								
15 The Economist 01-31-2018 "Democracy continues its disturbing retreat," Economist, 
https://www.economist.com/graphic-detail/2018/01/31/democracy-continues-its-disturbing-retreat 
16 Steven Levitsky & Lucan Way  04-2002, "Elections Without Democracy: The Rise of Competitive 
Authoritarianism" Journal of Democracy, https://scholar.harvard.edu/levitsky/files/SL_elections.pdf 
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The other key phrase in determining the resolutions breadth is “military aid”.  One 

interpretation, which seems reasonable, comes from the Council for Foreign Relations. While 

analyzing US foreign aid they broke down the percentages for different types of foreign 

assistance; they found that military aid accounted for 33% of US foreign aid which  “…primarily 

goes toward helping allies purchase U.S. military equipment, training foreign military personnel, 

and funding peacekeeping missions. A smaller slice goes to “non-military security assistance,” 

which includes counternarcotic programs in Afghanistan, Colombia, Peru, and elsewhere, as 

well as nonproliferation and counterterrorism efforts.” The CFR also notes that around 14% 

of foreign aid goes towards humanitarian efforts including “…Defense Department disaster 

relief efforts”.17 Other interpretations may be broader and would include things such as 

basing US forces and defense assurances.  

Finally, when it comes to interpretations, I know there are debaters who would 

prefer to debate domestic issues over foreign policy questions and there is a way to do 

that for this topic. In the United States there is a program that allows the military to 

transfer surplus equipment to state and local police forces called the 1033 program. Using 

a broad interpretation of the topic there might be a legitimate question as to whether 

some states in the US would fit into the category of competitive autocracy. Issues such as 

gerrymandering, voter suppression, and the recent activities in the Michigan and 

Wisconsin legislatures as well as many other events have led some political scientist and 

journalists to question the strength of American democratic institutions and whether or 

																																																								
17 James Mcbride, 10-1-2018, "How Does the U.S. Spend Its Foreign Aid?," Council on Foreign Relations, 
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/how-does-us-spend-its-foreign-aid 
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not certain states may function more akin to competitive autocracies (hybrid democracies) 

than full or even flawed democracies. This strategy will allow debaters to talk about 

various forms of structural violence in the US, which may be perpetuated by a more 

militarized police force and still be topical.  

Topic History  

The history of the United States providing military aid as an official foreign policy tool 

began shortly before World War II. While aid had been provided before to countries, it’s in the 

lead up to and during WWII that the policy came into its modern scheme. In analyzing a few of 

the scenarios in which the US has provided military aid to foreign nations a couple of ways in 

which you could frame your own debates will become clear.  

Before officially declaring war on the axis powers the United States was already arming 

the allied nations. In June of 1941 the United States began supplying arms to the Soviet Union 

first in a non-official manner for gold and other raw materials and later formalized in 

September of 1941 under the lend lease act.  The US supplied the Soviets with small arms, 

tanks, airplanes, ammunition, and food. While many questioned the deal, they weren’t 

questioning it because the Soviet Union was also a dictatorship under Stalin. Instead most 

objections to the lend lease act were about what the US got out of it. Arguments against the 

program before official US involvement in the war said that it would entangle the US in a 

European conflict by choosing a side. Proponents of this argument may have been justified as 

US merchant ships suspected of carrying arms were being targeted by German U-boats and a 
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state of quasi war existed for US naval forces in the Atlantic.18  Knowing that Europe and Russia 

at the time couldn’t fend off the resources of Germany and with a credible fear that after 

Europe, Germany would turn west towards North America, the US had to do something to 

prevent greater harm to the country. Therefore, as a way to preserve the allies till the US could 

engage in the War directly and then to ensure that the actual fighting could be shared by all 

and the burden to free Europe from Nazi control wouldn’t rest solely on US lives, they armed 

the European allies.  

The concept of arming foreign powers didn’t stop with the end of the war and in fact 

accelerated in many ways. The ideological battle during the cold war between the Soviet Union 

and the United States led to many questionable interactions. To further the US foreign policy 

goal of limiting Soviet influence in southeast Asia the US armed both the South Korean and 

South Vietnamese armies and fought on their behalf. When South Korea’s government became 

a Military dictatorship following a coup by Park Chung-hee the United States continued to 

support the South Korea militarily against the communist North.  In Vietnam the US supported 

an increasingly authoritarian governments in the face of mounting causalities in order to 

combat the spread of communism. 

The United States didn’t just provide military aid to regimes in South East Asia. US 

support for the Shah in Iran was largely for the same ideological reasons the US supported 

South Korea and South Vietnam.  The Shah was a brutal dictator who used some of the military 

aid given to further repress his people and try and stamp out opposition. Like the Shah of Iran 

																																																								
18 Baudelier, Alan., 08-2012, "WHAT YOU NEVER KNEW ABOUT WWII's Lend-Lease Program," Sea Classics, 
Proquest 
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the US backed numerous dictators with military aid in the Caribbean and Latin America. CIA 

supported coups, and the backing of dictators in South America occurred in many countries 

including: Peru, Brazil, Honduras, Guatemala, Cuba, the Dominican Republic and Nicaragua 

among others.19 The rationale for installing and backing brutal dictators in Latin America were 

again to prevent the spread of Communism in order to protect US and other western countries 

business interests.  

 The common theme of US arms sales began to shift away from blocking the spread of 

Soviet influence during the cold war, in favor of funding counterterrorism (Pakistan, Saudi 

Arabia etc.) and counter narcotics (Afghanistan, Bolivia etc.) activities in various countries. 

While the justifications for the aid have changed, the rationale behind them have not. Arming 

those who are fighting terrorist groups even if they may not themselves be moral actors follows 

the same logic as arming the Soviet Union in WWII:  

1) The regimes when compared to terrorists and drug trafficking are the lesser of two evils. 

2) Fight the problem away from our shores so that we don’t have to deal with it at home.  

 

After looking at these historical instances of military aid to authoritarian government and the 

US’s involvement in creating and sustaining dictatorships here are few arguments that I think 

are worth exploring. 

Frameworks 

																																																								
19 Carla Pineda, 6-21-2018, "Deportations, Assassinations, and Dictator Nations: A Timeline of U.S. Intervention in 
Latin America," KCET, https://www.kcet.org/shows/link-voices/deportations-assassinations-and-dictator-nations-
a-timeline-of-us-intervention-in 



Topic Analysis by Daniel Shatzkin Jan/Feb 2019 
 
 

Champion Briefs  45 

 

Utilitarianism  

Utilitarian frameworks on this topic are fairly easy to justify under a consequentialist 

lens. First there is the argument that states must act in consistency with utilitarian ethics 

because the role of the state is ultimately to protect the well being of its constituents.  This 

argument can be used on both sides of the debate so long as your able to argue some impact 

back to the US.   

In order to defend impacts that occur on the populations of the authoritarian countries 

alone you would have to justify why the US government has any obligation to those citizens 

outside of how it effects the United States. One way to do that under a utilitarian framework 

would be to see if military aid to another country violates a theory of just war.  For example, as 

Paul Christopher notes, one of the widely held beliefs on the ethical conduct of war is that 

innocent civilians shouldn’t be targeted. 20Arming and supporting dictators who we know target 

innocents and use force to suppress opposition are doing so only through the use of US 

support. Therefore the US should be morally culpable for harms because we could knowingly 

predict the consequences of our aid on innocent populations.  

 

Autonomy  

 I’m going to lump frameworks that value sovereignty and personal autonomy into this 

section because they will rely on similar arguments and will be much more powerful for 

																																																								
20 Paul Christopher, 2004 “The Ethics of War and Peace an Introduction to Legal and Moral Issues” P.92-95 
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affirmatives than negatives.  These cases are mostly framework driven so I’m only going to talk 

about them here.  On the concept of sovereignty there are two arguments: 

1) Aid is inherently coercive and how the US provides aid is an attempt to get other 

countries to do work for the US thus violating sovereignty.  

2) Backing dictatorships prevents the rise of opposition within a country and thus 

interferes with the functions of a sovereign government.  

Values of Autonomy are also very easy to justify on this topic. If autonomy is something that 

should be promoted and not violated, material support to institutions that fail to respect 

autonomy should be rejected. It’s not hard to argue that autocratic regimes limit freedom and 

autonomy. In both consequence and intent, the US often is violating the will of the people of 

different countries and limiting their freedoms by backing dictators.  

To defeat these frameworks negatives would have a few points they can argue. First 

they can argue that states have no moral responsibility to citizens of other states therefore 

questions of individual autonomy in dictatorships don’t matter under the resolution. On the 

questions of sovereignty, I would address the first issue by arguing coercion is inevitable. I 

would also attempt to argue that, in many cases, the political opposition was no better than the 

dictators. Finally, I would again argue that a states ultimate burden beyond respecting 

sovereignty is to its own citizens. 

Aff Arguments  

Plans 

There are a variety of plan-based affirmatives that would end military aid. You can use a 

plan to defend ending all military aid to autocracies or pick specific regimes. The broader you go 
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the more ground you have but also more ground where the neg can argue support has been 

beneficial. I think if you’re going to run a plan it would be better to defend the resolution on a 

case-by-case basis. Aid to Ukraine might not be as bad as aid to Saudi Arabia or vice versa. 

Ultimately using a narrower plan will give you more opportunity to avoid some arguments and 

turn others.  Make sure you have a justification for why you only have to defend the resolution 

in certain instances such as it being more real world. Looking at the qualifying countries we 

provide aid to here are some of the aff cases I think would be compelling: 

 

• Saudi Arabia/Yemen War currently being debated about in the senate- This case 

has a lot of really recent literature discussing the pros and cons and ethical 

implications of US aid to the conflict. 

• Turkey- The US is currently holding back delivery of F-35’s to Turkey due to their 

purchase of Russian missile defense systems. But the US sells Turkey lots of 

other weapons and has military bases in the country. However, Turkey is striking 

out at Kurdish rebels who the US backs in Syria and has previously used some of 

their militarized police force on its own population. There is good aff and neg 

ground when it comes to Turkey and debates will require really good weighing.  

• Ukraine- This plan, like one including, Turkey would have a lot of arguments for 

both sides including questions of entanglement and potential for a great power 

war between the US and Russia. The constantly evolving situation in Ukraine 
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could mean that debaters who are diligent in their updates may find strategic 

benefit.  

Critical Arguments  

 As mentioned earlier debaters who want to discuss domestic issues that are inherently 

more critical like anti-blackness can look towards the 1033 program as way to discuss state 

induced violence under the lens of the topic. Debaters can also analyze the colonial and 

capitalistic elements of military aid, the security logic behind providing military aid, and even 

Nietzchean philosophy to reject aid.  

 

Neg Arguments 

Truth testing 

I think this is the best counter to affs using util logic to justify their cases. Besides the 

typical priories like states can’t have moral obligations, it’s important that you theoretically 

justify why the aff needs to defend the entirety of the resolution. Once you’ve done that it 

becomes really easy to find empirical examples that would deny the resolution is true in all 

instances using utilitarian reasoning. WWII and arming Stalin may be one example – arming 

Ukraine now so that Russia can’t expand its power may be another.  

Disadvantages 

Another useful tool will be various DA’s you can run against util affs 

• Econ DA- Countries like Saudi Arabia are huge purchasers of weapons from US 

companies.  How will loss of revenue effect the US economy? How will the vacuum 
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created by the US pulling out of the market be filled? This can bring in impacts involving 

increasing Russian, Chinese, and Europeans arms markets. 

• Terrorism DA- Cutting antiterrorism activities will increase terrorism.  

• Politics- How will ending certain alliances effect US domestic politics. 

Kritiks 

• Capitalism/Neo-lib/Military Industrial Complex- Ending arms sales to dictatorships only 

treats a symptom of the real problem, which is the whole capitalist structures  built up 

around war.  

• Colonialism- The US will just find a different way to control populations cause that’s 

really the motivation. 

Counterplans 

• Conditional aid- Aid is conditioned on increasing democratic norms and power. 

• Hybrid Democracy CP- Still allows aid for countries that are not fully authoritarian but 

not really democracies. 

• Disaster Relief CP- Ends military aid in all instances except when aid is in response to a 

natural disaster. 

 

These are just some suggestions of where you can formulate your cases.  Remember to 

update your cases as we progress through the topic period because many of them will deal with 

current issues. Good luck!
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Topic Analysis by Adam Tomasi 

 

Resolved: The United States ought not provide military aid to authoritarian regimes. 

 

This will be the first foreign policy resolution that LD has had in a while, not since the 

November/December 2017 topic about development assistance.21 The actors in that resolution 

were “wealthy nations,” and the last time LD had a foreign policy topic with the United States 

as its actor was March/April 2016 with democracy promotion. The current January/February 

resolution is different because it is written as a negative statement (not to be confused with the 

Negative); Nov/Dec 2017 said wealthy nations ought to assist poorer nations, Mar/Apr 2016 

said the US ought to promote democracy, and Jan/Feb 2019 says the US ought not provide 

military aid. I’d like to continue comparing these topics with two points: 

 

The Affirmative must defend a clean break from the status quo. The US/wealthy nations 

were already promoting democracy/giving development aid to a large extent, so the significant 

change proposed in those topics may have been murkier. That was the same with 

September/October and November/December this year; virtually all states in the Union had 

shield laws, and in many countries, people read cases where there was some version of a “right 

to know.” I encouraged my debaters to read more philosophical affirmatives which could avoid 

the inherency issues by saying “these things are already happening and they’re good.” Jan/Feb 

																																																								
21 National Speech and Debate Association, “2017 Nov/Dec LD Topic Announced,” October 1, 2017, 
https://www.speechanddebate.org/news/ 
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2019 will produce newer, potentially more interesting debates because the Affirmative must 

defend a significant change to US foreign policy. 

 

Because the resolution is written as a negative statement, the Affirmative must defend 

what the Policy world would call ‘negative state action.’ In other words, more holistic criticisms 

of the government, policymaking, or the military will run into difficulties when the aff says “you 

are right, the aff is less military and less government action.” Of course, if the aff argues that 

ending military aid to authoritarian regimes will strengthen our military posture with 

democracies, then the negative has a fair argument that the aff is militaristic. 

 

The 2018-19 topics thus far have had the same themes of democracy: freedom of the 

press (Sept/Oct), transparency (Nov/Dec), and now authoritarianism (Jan/Feb). Because 

Jan/Feb is a foreign policy topic, there could be new debates about a democracy’s obligations 

to people outside its borders, as well as US hypocrisy (how much can the nation claim to be 

democratic?). I will look at some definitions of the words in Jan/Feb and conclude with a list of 

Affirmative and Negative case ideas. 

 

Definitions + Analysis 

“The United States” in the context of this topic refers to the United States federal 

government. The states do not control military aid decisions. The Code of Federal Regulations 
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suggests that “United States refers to the Federal Government of the United States.”22 Even 

though Jan/Feb is a foreign policy topic, this means the Negative can still read the Politics 

Disadvantage. Decisions about foreign military financing must go through Congress and the 

President, so tradeoff arguments about political capital, or how bargaining over the federal 

agenda will be thwarted by disagreements on military aid, will be applicable.  

 

“Ought not,” following the Learner’s Dictionary, is “used to say or suggest what should 

[not] be done.”23 This means that the Negative can either argue that US military aid to 

authoritarian regimes is obligatory or permissible. Philosopher Walter Sinnott-Armstrong 

suggests that “‘ought’ implies ‘permitted’…if any agent ought to adopt any alternative, it is not 

true that that agent ought not to adopt that alternative.”24 Thus, the Negative does not have to 

say that the US must provide military aid; they can make the weaker claim that military aid to 

autocracies is not inherently wrong. That gives the Negative leeway for a case which says that 

in foreign policy, states cannot subscribe to moral obligations.  

 

I will clarify the more basic meaning of “ought.” Random House Dictionary defines it in 

three ways: (1) “used to express duty or moral obligation,” (2) “used to express justice, moral 

rightness, or the like,” and (3) “used to express propriety, appropriateness, etc.”25 Thus, the 

																																																								
22 Code of Federal Regulations: 2000-, Office of the Secretary, HUD, Section 15.3, Google Books.  
23 This is from a definition of “ought” but the site references “ought not,” as in “The negative forms ought not and 
oughtn’t are often used without a following to.” “Ought,” Learner’s Dictionary, no date, 
http://www.learnersdictionary.com/definition/ought 
24 Walter Sinnott-Armstrong, “Moral Dilemmas and ‘Ought and Ought Not’,” Canadian Journal of Philosophy 17, 
no. 1 (March 1987): 131. 
25 “Ought,” Random House Dictionary from Dictionary.com, no date, https://www.dictionary.com/browse/ought 
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Affirmative can make an appeal to ‘propriety’ instead of morality in foreign policy. They could 

agree with the Negative that states do not have moral obligations (which is not the truest 

argument to begin with, but an interesting affirmative angle).  

 

“Provide” can have many interpretations. Oxford Dictionaries defines it in lots of ways: 

“make available for use; supply,” “equip or supply someone with (something useful or 

necessary),” “present or yield (something useful),” “make adequate preparation for (a possible 

event),” “supply sufficient money to ensure the maintenance of (someone),” and “(of a law) 

enable or allow (something to be done).”26 These definitions have two implications for the 

division of Affirmative and Negative ground: 

 

• Conditional military aid is a legitimate Negative position because the Affirmative has to 

say that military aid ought not be ‘made available,’ where conditions (such as human 

rights standards or foreign policy goals) would still make aid available (or permissible!).  

• The Affirmative can argue that Congress should use its ‘power of the purse’ to deny 

funding for military aid to an authoritarian regime. This may de-link the Executive Power 

Disadvantage which argues that Congress would be infringing on the President’s foreign 

affairs power. Zachary Price argues that Congress has the legitimate authority to restrict 

“resource-dependent” executive powers which depend on the federal budget.27 

																																																								
26 “Provide,” Oxford Living Dictionaries, no date, https://en.oxforddictionaries.com/definition/provide 
27 Zachary Price, “Funding Restrictions and Separation of Powers,” Vanderbilt Law Review 71 (2018): 357.  
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• The definition of “make adequate preparations for” could suggest that the Affirmative 

must say that all future aid to authoritarian regimes should be cancelled, not simply 

current arrangements for arms sales or training. For instance, even if the US cancelled 

the aid it provides to Saudi Arabia to intervene in Yemen, the government may still be 

preparing for future arms sales to Saudi Arabia in different circumstances. 

 

“Military aid” has multiple characteristics which may change depending on the 

authoritarian regimes the Affirmative discusses.  

• Shah said that “military aid” “may be in the form of training, or even giving credits 

for foreign militaries to purchase weapons and equipment from the donor 

country.”28 This seems to suggest that the Affirmative could, aside from ending 

foreign military training, topically defend that the US stop subsidizing arms 

purchases but still maintain the option for sales (if the regimes can afford it, but for 

Affirmative solvency purposes they probably can’t).  

 

• Military aid can be lethal or non-lethal. According to Joshua Keating, the US 

provided non-lethal military aid to rebels in Syria, and the official definition can 

include “communications equipment, medical supplies, intelligence assistance, body 

																																																								
28 Anup Shah, “Military Aid,” Global Issues, May 3, 2010, http://www.globalissues.org/article/785/military-aid 
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armor, and infrastructure...”29 The Affirmative would probably have to end lethal aid 

at least to be topical.  

 

• Dube and Naidu, in a 2010 analysis of US military aid to Columbia, explained that 

“One important characteristic of US military aid is that it is disbursed to particular 

military brigades, each of which is attached to and operates out of a particular 

government military base.”30 Thus, both the Affirmative and Negative could argue 

for targeted restrictions on military aid which specify “brigades” or units receiving it 

in certain countries.  

 

• It is safe to say that military aid is a very complex term. The Center for Public 

Integrity, in a 2014 report, acknowledged that “There is no single, accepted 

definition of the terms “foreign aid” or even “foreign military aid” or “military 

assistance.”31 Their database of unclassified foreign military aid (because some of it 

is kept secret) includes a litany of programs which I’ve paraphrased below: 

o Coalition Support Funds, which fund allies’ efforts in the War on Terror 

o Regional Defense Counterterrorism Fellowship Program, where the 

Department of Defense (DOD) trains foreign militaries 

																																																								
29 Joshua E. Keating, “What Exactly Is ‘Non-Lethal’ Aid?” Foreign Policy, August 2, 2012, 
https://foreignpolicy.com/2012/08/02/what-exactly-is-non-lethal-aid/ 
30 Oeindrila Dube and Suresh Naidu, “Bases, Bullets and Ballots: the Effect of U.S. Military 
Aid on Political Conflict in Colombia,” November 2010.  
31 “A Citizen’s Guide to Understanding U.S. Foreign Military Aid,” The Center for Public Integrity, last updated May 
19, 2014, https://publicintegrity.org/national-security/a-citizens-guide-to-understanding-u-s-foreign-military-aid/ 
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o DOD Counterdrug Funding, which trains foreign security forces to fight drug 

trafficking 

o Economic Support Fund, which is technically non-military but “commonly 

viewed to help offset military expenditures” (this probably isn’t topical) 

o Foreign Military Financing, which subsidizes regimes’ purchase of arms and 

services from the US military 

o International Military Education and Training, which teaches foreign military 

forces about “democracy and human rights” as well as “technical military 

techniques” 

o Andean Counterdrug Initiative, which includes counter-narcotics work in 

Columbia 

o Military Assistance Program, where the Executive Branch provides 

“emergency transfers…for weapons, ammunition, parts and military 

equipment” 

o Peacekeeping operations, defined by Vocabulary.com as “the activity of 

keeping the peace by military forces,” including the maintenance of truces.32 

 

The Center for Public Integrity included programs in its definition which, in my 

opinion, might be humanitarian assistance instead: 

 

																																																								
32 “Peacekeeping mission,” Vocabulary.com, no date, 
https://www.vocabulary.com/dictionary/peacekeeping%20mission 
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o Nonproliferation, Anti-Terrorism, De-mining and Related Activities, which 

according to the State Department includes “peaceful nuclear cooperation,” 

assistance to foreign countries for “protecting facilities, individuals, and 

infrastructure” from terrorists, and humanitarian assistance for “mine-

affected nations.”33 

 

“Authoritarian regimes” has even more slippages than military aid because they 

ambiguously reside between “democracies” and “totalitarian states.” Scholars have attempted 

to define the term more precisely. According to Hans-Joachim Lauth: 

The term 'authoritarian regimes' ('a.r.') in its broadest sense encompasses all forms of 

undemocratic rule. Compared to democracies, an a.r. does not maintain the institutions 

and procedures of participation and political competition, fundamental rights and 

control of power (separation of powers, parliaments, elections, plurality of parties, etc.) 

characteristic of a democracy, and thus does not possess democratic legitimacy.34 

Some organizations have attempted to index each country in the world based on the 

extent to which they have these democratic characteristics. The Economist publishes an annual 

“Democracy Index” which separates the world into four categories: full democracy (including 

Canada), flawed democracy (including the US), hybrid regime (including Pakistan), and 

authoritarian regime (including Saudi Arabia).  

																																																								
33 United States Department of State, “Nonproliferation, Anti-terrorism, Demining, and Related Programs,” no 
date, https://www.state.gov/documents/organization/28971.pdf 
34 Hans-Joachim Lauth, “Authoritarian Regimes,” InterAmerican Wiki, 2012, https://www.uni-
bielefeld.de/cias/wiki/a_Authoritarian%20Regimes.html 
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The Economist’s index is the most limiting. For example, an Affirmative case that ended 

aid to Turkey would get ruled out because they defined it a hybrid regime. An Affirmative case 

that ended all future aid to Pakistan (which Trump cancelled this year) would also not be topical 

because Pakistan is also a hybrid regime.  

 

Now the question is, which countries are topical under The Economist’s Democracy 

Index? It’s worth consulting the USAID Index for military assistance provided by the 

Department of Defense, which I encourage you to peruse as example countries come up.35 

 

Aff and Neg Cases 

Affirmative Cases 

1. Saudi Arabia AC—I think this aff will be one of the most well-supported on the topic. Lots of 

people, scholars and pundits, are writing about the historical trajectory of US military aid to 

Saudi Arabia and whether it is worth continuing. This aff could be read with a utilitarianism 

framework or a human rights framework. If you choose to read this case, you will have to stay 

updated on Congress’ deliberations about ending aid to Saudi Arabia. The Senate just passed a 

resolution to bring that question to the floor.36 

 

																																																								
35 United States Agency for International Development, accessed December 10, 2018, https://explorer.usaid.gov/ 
36 Leigh Ann Caldwell, “Senate advances bill to end U.S. involvement in Yemen war after 'inadequate' briefing on 
Saudi Arabia,” NBC News, November 28, 2018, https://www.nbcnews.com/politics/congress/after-inadequate-
briefing-saudi-arabia-senate-advances-bill-end-u-n941386 
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2. Democracy AC—This would affirm the general principle of the resolution. The thesis of the 

case is that the United States has a moral obligation to end its complicity with repression of 

citizens by the militaries it supports, or the governments those militaries protect. You could also 

forward ‘democratic peace theory,’ which suggests that the spread of democracy reduces the 

chance of wars breaking out because no two democracies will fight each other (which has been 

heavily contested in the political science field).  

 

3. Kantianism AC—This case would make two arguments—first, the same human rights 

argument I explained above (but from the perspective of the Categorical Imperative), and 

second, that the intentions of US military aid are unethical. Your position would be that the 

motives of actions are more important than their outcomes, and that the US has selfish reasons 

to conveniently ignore the human rights issues. 

 

4. Political Realism AC—This case would defend the international relations theory of political 

realism, which says that it is the self-interest of all states to maximize their own power 

(offensive realism) or maintain their status quo position relative to others (defensive realism). 

Your thesis would be that autocracies don’t use the US’ aid for the purposes it intends, so it’s 

against American interests to continue. 

 

5. Military-Industrial Complex AC—Military aid is part-and-parcel of the war machine, and only 

destabilizes the regions and oppresses the locals where we promise to “help.” This affirmative 
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could be great if you emphasize the negative state action part of the topic, but it’s harder to 

win when the aff doesn’t change US aid to democracies. 

 

Negative Cases 

 

1. Realism NC—The same IR theory as above, except your position is that military aid achieves 

pragmatic security objectives and that the US must prioritize these over ideals of human rights. 

The Negative can also say that military aid to autocracies is permissible under realism, whether 

it always works (that’s for the military to decide in context). 

 

2. Militarism Kritik—The thesis of this kritik is that the aff leaves the overall structure of 

militarism in place, such that the aid we cancel for authoritarian regimes will be ‘redeployed’ to 

democracies (also violent) or sold to police officers (the 1033 Program where the Justice 

Department, since the administration of President Lyndon B. Johnson, has sold police 

departments their surplus military equipment).  

 

3. Conditions Counterplan—the United States should conditionally offer military aid to 

autocratic regimes that will be awarded if they meet benchmarks for human 

rights/democratization. 

 

4. Proliferation DA—Countries such as Saudi Arabia will pursue nuclear weapons if the US ends 

its security guarantees. This will destabilize the world. 
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5. State Failure NC—Ending military aid will cause regime failure. The NSDA LD Topic for 2013 

was “Resolved: Oppressive government is more desirable than no government,” and you could 

argue that a surviving autocracy is more desirable than anarchy. 
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Aff: Democracy AC 

This aff, as the name might indicate, is all about the effects of military aid to 

authoritarian governments on democracy. There is a good amount of impact work on the 

statistical research around democracies. I did so because I think that the negative might want to 

take you up on an impact turn (as answers to this aff show). There are both leadership and 

democracy promotion arguments for internal links.  

 You can read this with a narrow plantext as an advantage and just find a specific internal 

link card for the country/type of aid you are stopping and then use this impact work so that you 

have an answer to the  impact turn. Alternatively, you could focus on the more generic 

democracy parts of the argument and read this in a more traditional LD way. Reading it in the 

traditional value structure will give you the benefit of being able to make arguments why 

democracy is inherently good and an ideal we should strive for and then using the impact work 

to cover substance if your opponent takes the debate in a more policy route.  

 In terms of answering this, I have a good number of impact turn cards on why 

democracy is bad and why authoritarian leaders are preferable. I have seen a couple teams just 

get caught off guard and stomped by impact turns when reading a policy aff in LD so I think 

they can be quite strategic if the aff is not ready. Even if they have the cards, the 1AR is so 

pressed for time that you can cause them to undercover another option and then just have 

your NR be that option and answering theory. There is a link turn in the file (I believe the author 

is Yom) please DO NOT READ THAT WITH THE IMPACT TURN. You can obviously read the impact 

defense about democratic peace theory being false and the link turn but don’t double turn 

yourself.  
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Creating fear of outside sources justifies the states use of internal 

violence. 

Lipschutz, Ronnie. “Negotiating The Boundaries Of Difference And Security At Millennium’s 
End.” On Security. 1998. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<http://www.ciaonet.org/book/lipschutz/index.html>. 

Operationally, however, this means: In naming a certain development a security problem, the 

“state” can claim a special right, one that will, in the final instance, always be defined by the 

state and its elites. Trying to press the kind of unwanted fundamental political chance on a 

ruling elite is similar to playing a gam in which one’s opponent can change the rules at any time 

s/he likes. Power holders can always try to use the instrument of securitization of an issue to 

gain control over it. By definition, something is a security problem when the elites declare it to 

be so: and because the End of this Institution [the Leviathan, the Sovereign], is the Peace and 

Defense of them all; and whosoever has the right to the End, has right to the Means; it 

belongeth of Right, to whatsoever Man, or Assembly that hath the Soveraignty, to be Judge 

both of the meanes of Peace and Defense; and also of the hindrances, and disturbances of the 

same; and to do whatsoever he shall think necessary to be done, both before hand, for the 

preserving of Peace and Security, by prevention of Discord at home and thus, that those who 

administer this order can easily use it for specific, self-serving purposes is something that 

cannot be easily avoided”. What then is security? With the help of language theory, we can 

regard “security” as a speech act. In this usage, security is not of interest as a sign that refers to 

something more rea; the utterance itself is the act. By saying it, something is done (as in 

betting, giving a promis, naming a ship). By uttering “security”, a state-representative moves a 

particular development into a specific area, and thereby claims a special right to use whatever 

means are necessary to block it. The clearest illustration of this phenomenon- on which I will 

elaborate below- occurred in Central and Eastern Europe during the Cold War, where “order” 

was clearly, systematically, and institutionally linked to the survival of the system and its elites. 

Thinking about chainge in the East-West relations and/or in Eastern Europe throughout this 

period meant, therefore, rying to bring about change without generating a “securitization” 
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response by elites, which would have provided the pretext for acting against those who had 

overstepped the boundaries of the permitted. Consequentally, to ensure that this mechanism 

would not be triggered, actors had to keep their challenges below a certain thershold and/or 

through the political process-wheter national or international- have the threshold negotiated 

upward. As Egbert Jahn put it, the task was to turn threats into challenges; to move 

developments from the sphere of existential fear to one where they could be handled by 

ordinary means, as politics, economy, culture, and so on. As part of this exercise, a crucial 

political and theoretical issue became the definition of “intervention” or “interference in 

domestic affairs”, whereby change-oriented agents tried, through international law, diplomacy, 

and various kinds of politics, to raise the threshold and make more interaction possible. 
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Aid has spillover of negative consequences. Denying aid is the best 

way to generate change. 

Coyne, Christopher. “With Friends Like These, Who Needs Enemies? Aiding The World’s Worst 
Dictators.” Mercatus Center. October, 2008. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.mercatus.org/system/files/WPPDF_With_Friends_Like_These_Aiding_the
_Worlds_Worst_Dictators.pdf>. 

A second reason that aid fails to generate institutional reform and economic development is 

negative unintended consequences. While the delivery of aid may be grounded in the best of 

intentions, in reality it often makes things worse and generates significant bads. Drazen (1999) 

argues that where aid is ineffective it reflects the incompetence of the recipient government. 

As such, continuing to provide aid to such regimes makes reforms less likely because it 

contributes to the sustainability of the ineffective regime. He concludes that denying aid to 

such governments is more likely to generate change in future periods. 
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Aid to authoritarian regimes undermines democracy globally. 

EASTERLY, WILLIAM. “Stop Sending Aid To Dictators.” Time. March 13, 2014. Web. December 
10, 2018. <http://time.com/23075/william-easterly-stop-sending-aid-to-dictators/>. 

Too much of America’s foreign aid funds what I call authoritarian development. That’s when 

the international community–experts from the U.N. and other bodies–swoop into third-world 

countries and offer purely technical assistance to dictatorships like Uganda or Ethiopia on how 

to solve poverty. Unfortunately, dictators’ sole motivation is to stay in power. So the 

development experts may get some roads built, but they are not maintained. Experts may sink 

boreholes for clean water, but the wells break down. Individuals do not have the political rights 

to protest disastrous public services, so they never improve. Meanwhile, dictators are left with 

cash and services to prop themselves up–while punishing their enemies. But there is another 

model: free development, in which poor individuals, asserting their political and economic 

rights, motivate government and private actors to solve their problems or to give them the 

means to solve their own problems. Compare free development in Botswana with authoritarian 

development in Ethiopia. In Ethiopia in 2010, Human Rights Watch documented how the 

autocrat Meles Zenawi selectively withheld aid-financed famine relief from everyone except 

ruling-party members. Meanwhile democratic Botswana, although drought-prone like Ethiopia, 

has enjoyed decades of success in preventing famine. Government relief directed by local 

activists goes wherever drought strikes. In the postwar period, countries such as Chile, Japan, 

South Korea and Taiwan have successfully followed the path of free development–often in spite 

of international aid, not because of it. While foreign policy concerns have often led America to 

prop up dictatorial regimes, we need a new rule: no democracy, no aid. If we truly want to help 

the poor, we can’t accept the dictators’ false bargain: ignore our rights abuses, and meet the 

material needs of those we oppress. Instead, we must advocate that the poor have the same 

rights as the rich everywhere, so they can aid themselves. 
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The US undermines democracy with its military assistance to 

dictatorships. 

Whitney, Rich. “US Provides Military Assistance To 73 Percent Of World’s Dictatorships.” 
Truthout. September 23, 2017. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<https://truthout.org/articles/us-provides-military-assistance-to-73-percent-of-world-s-
dictatorships/>. 

For decades, the American people have been repeatedly told by their government and 

corporate-run media that acts of war ordered by their president have been largely motivated 

by the need to counter acts of aggression or oppression by “evil dictators.” We were told we 

had to invade Iraq because Saddam Hussein was an evil dictator. We had to bomb Libya 

because Muammar Gaddafi was an evil dictator, bent on unleashing a “bloodbath” on his own 

people. Today, of course, we are told that we should support insurgents in Syria because Bashar 

al-Assad is an evil dictator, and we must repeatedly rattle our sabers at North Korea’s Kim Jong-

un and Russia’s Vladimir Putin because they, too, are evil dictators. This is part of the larger, 

usually unquestioned mainstream corporate media narrative that the US leads the “Western 

democracies” in a global struggle to combat terrorism and totalitarianism and promote 

democracy. I set out to answer a simple question: Is it true? Does the US government actually 

oppose dictatorships and champion democracy around the world, as we are repeatedly told? 

The truth is not easy to find, but federal sources do provide an answer: No. According to 

Freedom House’s rating system of political rights around the world, there were 49 nations in 

the world, as of 2015, that can be fairly categorized as “dictatorships.” As of fiscal year 2015, 

the last year for which we have publicly available data, the federal government of the United 

States had been providing military assistance to 36 of them, courtesy of your tax dollars. The 

United States currently supports over 73 percent of the world’s dictatorships! Most politically 

aware people know of some of the more highly publicized instances of this, such as the tens of 

billions of dollars’ worth of US military assistance provided to the beheading capital of the 

world, the misogynistic monarchy of Saudi Arabia, and the repressive military dictatorship now 

in power in Egypt. But apologists for our nation’s imperialistic foreign policy may try to 

rationalize such support, arguing that Saudi Arabia and Egypt are exceptions to the rule. They 
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may argue that our broader national interests in the Middle East require temporarily 

overlooking the oppressive nature of those particular states, in order to serve a broader, pro-

democratic endgame. Such hogwash could be critiqued on many counts, of course, beginning 

with its class-biased presumptions about what constitutes US “national interests.” But my 

survey of US support for dictatorships around the world demonstrates that our government’s 

support for Saudi Arabia and Egypt are not exceptions to the rule at all. They are the rule. 
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Trump uniquely makes military aid likely to collapse democracy. 

TRAUB, JAMES. “Donald Trump: Making The World Safe For Dictators.” Foreign Policy. January 
03, 2017. Web. December 10, 2018. <https://foreignpolicy.com/2017/01/03/donald-
trump-is-making-the-world-safe-for-dictators/>. 

President Trump might well feel more comfortable with the increasingly illiberal states of 

Eastern Europe — including Russia, the fountainhead of anti-liberal doctrine — than with the 

social democratic West. One can all too easily imagine him launching a fusillade of tweets at 

Atlantic allies who stubbornly persist in using the language of universal rights, including German 

Chancellor Angela Merkel, who not-so-subtly warned the incoming president to abide by 

Western values. How long will it be, in fact, before “Western values” can no longer be used as a 

taken-for-granted synonym for secularism, individual freedom, or tolerance for diverse 

opinion? But there’s a more subtle consequence to forswearing America’s traditional moral 

claims about its global role. The United States is able to serve as honest broker in disputes all 

over the world because it is not seen, as for example China is, as a prop to existing regimes, 

however odious. Thus the Obama administration’s patient diplomacy in Myanmar has given the 

United States influence with both new democratic leaders and the former military regime. 

What happens if any of Trump’s favorite strongmen are overthrown or, God help them, voted 

out of office? What influence will Washington have with the successor regime? How, more 

broadly, will America compete with China’s growing soft power, or even Russia’s? Putin’s 

greatest windfall in recent years has not been his stealth conquest of Crimea or winning the war 

in Syria for Assad, but rather the growing eclipse of liberal values across the West. Trump’s 

election is a crucial part of that bounty. (It seems increasingly clear that Putin deserves some 

credit for that outcome thanks to Russia’s hacking of damaging emails from Democratic Party 

leaders.) The prestige of liberal democracy has not sunk so low since the 1930s. Anti-liberal 

parties lead the polls in much of Western Europe and now govern in Hungary, Poland, and 

Slovakia. It is a matter of greater urgency today than it was after 9/11, that the United States 

act as a beacon of, and spokesman for, democracy. Yet under a President Trump it will cede 

that role. Who will inherit it? Germany, perhaps. But Merkel, gravely weakened by her open-

door policy toward refugees, may well lose her bid to return as chancellor in September. In any 
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case, Germany is a lesser power that in any case has very strong historical reasons for speaking 

softly and modestly. If the United States does not lead in the promotion of democratic and 

liberal principles, as it has for the last century, no one else will. And that vacuum will be filled by 

someone else whose values are neither democratic nor liberal. Donald Trump’s promise to 

make American great again will have descended to tragic farce. 
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Democracy solves a laundry list of impacts. 

McGinnis, John. “Should International Law Be Part Of Our Law?.” Stanford Law Review. March, 
2007. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=929174>. 

Finally, democratic accountability also plays a crucial role in preventing major public policy 

disasters, since elected leaders know that a highly visible catastrophic failure is likely to lead to 

punishment at the polls. For example, it is striking that no democratic nation, no matter how 

poor, has ever had a mass famine within its borders, (96) whereas such events are common in 

authoritarian and totalitarian states. (97) More generally, democracy serves as a check on self-

dealing by political elites and helps ensure, at least to some extent, that leaders enact policies 

that serve the interests of their people. 
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Macro studies demonstrate that democracies can peacefully manage 

conflicts and deescalate them. 

Ndulo, Muno. “The Democratization Process And Structural Adjustment In Africa.” Indiana 
Journal of Global Legal Studies. 2003. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<http://www.repository.law.indiana.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1258&context=ijgl
s>. 

A 1993 study of 233 internal conflicts around the world, concluded that democracies had a far 

better record of peacefully managing such conflicts than alternative systems. 54 The empirical 

fact that democracies are far less likely to go to war with each other than other regimes further 

substantiates the relationship between poverty and conflict, and their impact on the 

democratization process. Authoritarian or totalitarian systems simply do not have the 

institutions by which conflicts in society can be peacefully expressed and resolved. 

Dictatorships generally try to deal with conflicts by ignoring or denying them, or by suppressing 

them using state coercive apparatus. While such methods may indeed control conflicts (albeit 

usually at a severe cost), they [End Page 323] generally cannot resolve them. 56 The implication 

of fundamental issues such as identity and cultural integrity in such conflicts means that almost 

nothing short of mass expulsions or genocide will make the conflicts disappear. It is generally 

believed that the ethnic conflict that erupted in the former Yugoslavia in 1990, for example, 

had been suppressed for almost fifty years during the years of communism, but was always 

present and unresolved. 57 An authoritarian system can present an illusion of short-term 

stability through its use of coercive state power to suppress dissent, but is unlikely to sustain 

that stability over the long term. In contrast, it is argued that under a democracy, disputes that 

arise are likely to be processed, debated, and reacted to, rather than resolved definitively and 

permanently. 58 In short, democracy operates as a conflict management system. As Harris and 

Reilly have observed, it is this ability to handle conflicts without having to suppress them or be 

engulfed by them that distinguishes democratic governance from authoritarian rule. 59 This 

does not by any means suggest that democracy is perfect, or that the mere establishment of 

democratic governance will itself lead to the settlement or prevention of conflicts. There are a 

number of cases in which democratic institutions are hastily “transplanted” to post-conflict 
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societies without taking root or with a subsequent resumption of hostilities—as in the cases of 

Burundi, Cambodia and Liberia. 60 But it is equally true that these cases offer many lessons as 

to how deals are struck and which choices are of crucial importance to building a sustainable 

outcome. 61 Democracy is often messy and difficult, but it is also the best hope for building 

sustainable solutions to most conflicts in the world. However, democratic institutions have to 

be strong enough to function effectively and fairly. They can only be strong where the 

economic conditions are such that they can be sustained. 
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Authoritarian regimes have inevitable cycles of transition wars and 

power struggles. 

Halperin, Morton. “The Democracy Advantage: How Democracies Promote Prosperity And 
Peace.”. 2005. Web. December 10, 2018. <Book>. 

Adaptability. Political Stability. An established mechanism for replacing leaders augments 

democracies’ political stability. The recognized legiti¬macy of this succession process serves as 

a deterrent to those who would contemplate unconstitutional seizures of power. Periodic 

elections allow for the peaceful replacement of ineffectual leaders, limiting the damage they 

can do, mitigating the disastrous effects of their unchallenged policy assumptions and 

preventing the institu¬tional sclerosis endemic to governments that remain in power for 

prolonged periods or are beholden to special interests. By contrast, in authoritarian systems, 

the very narrowness of their claim on power carries with it the ever-present risk that leaders in 

these sys¬tems will be deposed through unconstitutional means. As Mancur Olson noted, the 

stability of even durable autocrats is limited to a single lifetime. Even if a leader isn’t 

overthrown but dies or retires, the succession process must be reinvented every time. And the 

ab¬sence of a legal mechanism for a transition practically guarantees unscrupulous behavior on 

the part of potential successors. 
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Democracies are net better--even including democratic transitions. 

Halperin, Morton. “The Democracy Advantage: How Democracies Promote Prosperity And 
Peace.”. 2005. Web. December 10, 2018. <Book>. 

Surprisingly, despite the logic of this argument, the rate of conflict in a democratizing society 

was no higher than the global norm in the 1980-2002 period. Democratizers had a 15 percent 

likelihood of experiencing conflict in a given year, compared to the 16 percent rate globally. 

However, these figures do not take into account differences in national income. And as we 

noted earlier, low-income countries (a group that comprises most contemporary 

democratizers) are much more likely to become engaged in conflict. A more apt comparison, 

therefore, is to ask, “Are democratizers more likely to become embroiled in conflict than other 

low-income coun¬tries?” Framing the question in this way finds that democratizers are 

actu¬ally somewhat less likely to face conflict than other countries in their income group. In the 

1980—2002 period, democratizers with per capita in¬comes below $4,000 had an 18 percent 

probability of conflict in any given year, compared with the 21 percent global norm for this 

income group. Considering a sample of lower-income countries (that is, below $2,000), the 

comparable stability of democratizers expands to 17 percent versus 22 percent. As noted 

previously, the 1980s were a period of great turbulence. Nonetheless, countries starting down a 

democratic path during this period of geo-strategic change were no more likely to become 

engaged in conflict than (the mostly autocratic) low-income states that were not making 

dem¬ocratic advances. When we limit our comparison to the period since 1990, the rate of low-

income democratizers engaged in conflict declines to 15 percent, whereas the average for the 

under-$2,000 income category re¬mains above 20 percent. Recalling that the number of 

conflicts declined rapidly in the post-cold war period, the data here show that the reduced 

probability of conflict among democratizers was a contributing factor to this trend. Further 

perspective on the relationship between democratization and conflict can be gained by 

examining it by geographic region. In most cases, democratizers had a lower likelihood of 

conflict than the norm for their regions (see Table 4.2). Only in East Asia in the 1990s were the 

rates of con¬flict among democratizers notably greater than the overall levels. And this is 



AFF: Democracy AC  Jan/Feb 2019 
 
 

Champion Briefs  78 

largely a factor of the limited level of conflict in the region. There have only been 20 “conflict-

years” in the region since 1990. Of these, 12 were in the Philippines (a democratizer), which 

had been enduring civil conflict since the early 1970s (that is, predating democratization). 

Democratizers in Africa and South Asia, meanwhile, have had substantially lower rates of 

conflict than states in the region overall. This is particularly relevant for Africa (where the rates 

are 11 percent vs. 19 percent in the 1990s) in that Africa has been plagued by the greatest 

number of conflicts of any continent since the 1 980s.38 Africa is also home to approximately 

one-third of the world’s democratizers. The fact that autocratic governments are nearly twice 

as likely as democratizers to experience conflict in Africa bears particular scrutiny by policy 

makers. Similarly, democratization is not significantly associated with either the frequency or 

magnitude39 of conflict when the variables of income level, trade, infant mortality rates, and 

level of democracy are included in the analysis. When only the 1990s are considered, the 

negative relationship between democratization and conflict is increasingly strong and 

significant. This is consistent with the probability listings in Table 4.2—rates of conflict for 

democratizers have notably declined in the post-cold war era. 
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Decline in American leadership on democracy uniquely escalates. 

Freeman, Chas. “Reimagining Great Power Relations.”. March 09, 2017. Web. December 10, 
2018. 
<http://www.unc.edu/depts/diplomat/item/2017/0106/ca/freeman_greatpower.html>. 

Across the globe, the lessened security that results from the erosion of rule-bound order has 

been compounded by hysteria over attacks by terrorists. The spread of Islamophobia has paved 

the way for the revival of other forms of xenophobia, like racism and anti-Semitism. Illiberalism 

looks like the wave of the future. We are witnessing the consolidation of national security-

obsessed garrison states. Some sub-global powers—like Iran, Turkey, Russia, and China—are 

demanding deference to their power by the countries in their “near abroad” or “near seas.” 

They thus negate the near-universal sphere of influence that America asserted during the so-

called “unipolar moment” of worldwide U.S. hegemony that followed the Cold War. They are 

imposing their own military precautionary zones (“cordons sanitaires”) to manage and reduce 

external threats from other powers. This pushback is resented by the United States, which— 

with no sense of irony, given its own insistence on exclusive control of the Americas—charges 

them with attempts to project illegitimate “spheres of influence” beyond their borders. By 

disavowing longstanding U.S. commitments, the Trump administration has inadvertently 

confirmed foreign doubts about American reliability. Efforts to allay these concerns have 

garnered little credence. The ebb of U.S. influence is forcing countries previously dependent on 

Washington’s protection to make unwelcome choices between diversifying their international 

relationships, decoupling their foreign policies from America’s, forming their own ententes and 

coalitions to buttress deterrence, or accommodating more powerful neighbors. Whatever mix 

of actions they choose, they also boost spending to build more impressive armed forces. Almost 

all countries still under U.S. protection continue to affirm their alliance with the United States 

even as they ramp up a capacity to go it alone. Arms races are becoming the norm in most 

regions of the world. Global military expenditures grew by fifty percent from 2001 to 2015. Not 

long ago, geopolitics was largely explicable in bipolar terms of US-Soviet rivalry. After a unipolar 

moment, the political and economic orders have gone fractal—understandable only in terms of 

evolving complexities at the regional or sub-regional level. Intra-regional rivalries now fuel huge 
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purchases by middle-ranking powers of state-of-the-art weaponry produced by the great 

powers. No one should confuse increased weapons purchases with a deepening of alliance 

commitments. So, for example, Saudi Arabia’s arms purchases have tripled in the past five 

years. Trends in other Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) member countries are similar. At the 

same time, the Gulf Arabs are reaching out to China, the EU, India, Indonesia, Japan, Russia, and 

Turkey and convening pan-Muslim coalitions against Islamist terrorism and Iran. They have 

undertaken unprecedentedly unilateral and aggressive military interventions in places like 

Libya, Syria, and Yemen. As they have done so, the countries of the Fertile Crescent—Iraq, 

Lebanon, and Syria—have drawn ever closer to Iran. Iraqi Kurdistan has become a de facto 

Turkish dependency. Before a Western-supported coup ousted Ukraine’s elected president2, 

that country wobbled between East and West but was on its way into the Russian embrace. The 

Philippines has distanced it from the United States and bundled with China. So has Thailand. 

Myanmar and Vietnam, by contrast, are seeking partners to balance China. The Baltic states of 

Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania have doubled down on their reliance on NATO, which they joined 

in 2004 to secure their independence from Russia. Cuba and Venezuela look to Russia and 

China for support against ongoing American policies of regime change. Meanwhile, 

international governance of trade and investment continues to devolve to the regional level 

and configure itself to supply chains. Examples include new trade pacts, like the RCEP,3 the 

Pacific Alliance,4 and the Eurasian Economic Union;5 preexisting blocs like the GCC,6 

Mercosur,7 and the Shanghai Cooperation Organization;8 as well as well-established 

confederations like the 27-member post-Brexit EU and the Economic Community of West 

African States (ECOWAS)9. Each of these groupings has one or two heavyweight members at its 

core, constituting a natural leadership. Where such regional arrangements have been 

implemented, rules are made and enforced without much, if any, reference to external powers. 

Thus, the EU has had no role to speak of in shaping relations between Canada, Mexico, and the 

United States under the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). Conversely, the 

United States has had very little say in decisions made in Brussels on rules for trade and 

investment in the EU and its associated economies. Given the Trump administration’s aversion 

to multilateralism, the United States will have no say at all in the standard-setting that will take 
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place in either the RCEP or the 65-country pan-Eurasian economic community that is beginning 

to emerge from China’s “belt and road” initiative. Regionalism limits the reach of great powers. 

Bilateralism limits it even more. The decentralization of authority over global economic, 

political, and defense issues represents a net loss of influence by the U.S. and other great 

powers over the evolution of the international state system. But it presents both a challenge 

and an opportunity for middle-ranking powers. On the one hand, as U.S. and EU influence 

atrophies, they have an expanding role in international rule-making. On the other, they are now 

subject to pressure from neighboring great powers that is unmoderated by any global rules. 

Take Mexico as an example. This is a proud nation of nearly 130 million people, the world’s 

13th largest country geographically and its 11th most populous. It has the world’s 11th largest 

economy. By every measure, Mexico is a middle-ranking power. As such, even if it were not a 

member of NAFTA and the Pacific Alliance, it would have a significant voice in the G-20, the 

WTO, the United Nations, Latin America, the Caribbean, and the Asia-Pacific. Interdependence 

has mitigated but not erased historic Mexican resentment of domineering American behavior. 

Mexicans have not forgotten that the United States invaded their country and annexed 55 

percent of its territory in 1846–1848. But, since the entry into force of NAFTA in January 1994, 

Mexico’s economy has become almost fully integrated with the American economy through 

complex supply chains. Eighty percent of Mexican exports now go to the U.S. Mexico has 

become the United States’ second largest export market and its third largest trading partner 

(after China and Canada). It has also quietly transformed itself into a reliably pro-American 

bulwark against influences from extra-hemispheric powers like Russia and China. It has proven 

the efficacy of economic opening and reform and has become an influential advocate of liberal 

economics as opposed to the perennial statism and mercantilism of most other Latin American 

nations. Now Mexico is faced with demands from the Trump administration to cooperate in 

dismantling its interdependence with the United States. At the same time, the U.S. president is 

denigrating Mexicans, proposing to wall them out, and threatening to deport masses of 

undocumented migrants and alleged criminals to Mexico, whether they are Mexican or not and 

whether Mexico has any legal reason to accept them or not. Not surprisingly, Mexican opinion 

is now hostile to the United States. Mexico’s government has little leeway for compromise. 



AFF: Democracy AC  Jan/Feb 2019 
 
 

Champion Briefs  82 

Surrender to American demands is not an option. But Mexico currently has little leverage over 

Washington. So Mexico faces highly unwelcome choices. It can bargain as best it can on its own, 

risking its prosperity and stability on what is almost certainly a bad bet. It can seek leverage 

over the United States by suspending cooperation against transit by illegal migrants and the 

supply of narcotics to American addicts. It can make common cause against the United States 

by forming a global united front with other economies targeted by the Trump administration 

for their bilateral trade surpluses, like China, Germany, Japan, and south Korea. It can adopt 

Cuban-style defiance of Washington’s efforts to bring it to heel, allying itself with extra-

hemispheric powers like China and/or Russia or Iran. Or it could choose some mixture of all of 

these options. It is too early to predict what course Mexican-American relations will take in the 

age of Trump. They will be affected by many factors, including the state of relations between 

the United States and other great powers – especially China and Russia. Mexico is far from the 

only middle-ranking power now of necessity maneuvering between the world’s great powers. 

Ukraine has yet to find its place between Russia, the EU, and the United States. Turkey has 

distanced itself from the EU and America and formed an entente (limited partnership for 

limited purposes) with Russia. Iran has reached out to India as well as Russia in order to counter 

the United States and the Gulf Arabs. Saudi Arabia—once exclusively attached to the United 

States—is actively courting China, India, Indonesia, Japan, and Russia. Pakistan is seeking to 

avoid having to choose between Saudi Arabia and Iran. At the same time, it has accepted the 

task of coordinating the activities of a pan-Islamic military alliance that implicitly counters both 

Iran and an ever more assertively Islamophobic India. To reduce dependence on the United 

States and the GCC, Egypt is courting cooperation with Iran, Russia, and Turkey. Old global 

alignments are everywhere giving way to more complex patterns. Despite an unprecedented 

degree of interdependence between them, relations between the great powers are also in 

motion. Brazil, China, the EU, India, Japan, Russia, and the United States are each one another’s 

largest or second largest trading partners and sources of foreign direct investment. They are 

linked to each other in global supply chains, which tend to converge in and between large 

economies. All are members of the Bretton Woods legacy institutions – the International 

Monetary Fund (IMF), World Bank, and WTO. These institutions earlier accommodated the rise 
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of Japan. More recently, they have lagged in reflecting the rapidly increasing weight of other 

non-Western economies in world trade and finance. The formation of the “BRICS” group was a 

collective effort by Brazil, Russia, India, and China (soon joined by South Africa) to develop 

institutions to reflect the current distribution of global commercial and financial power and 

contemporary governance requirements. When Bretton Woods took place the world had just 

been crushed by World War II. America dominated the world economy, justifying its 

preeminent role in global governance. Recent shifts in economic balances of power have not 

been reflected in legacy institutions. Washington remains the nominal leader in them but finds 

itself increasingly sidelined as others feel obliged to work around it. The Trump administration’s 

skepticism about the value of the international economic institutions that earlier generations of 

Americans created has accelerated the diminishment of U.S. managerial control over the global 

economy. Similar erosion of U.S. primacy is evident in international politics. China, India, and 

Russia have met annually since 2002 to discuss how to establish a multipolar world order in 

which U.S. unilateralism cannot hold sway. Antagonism between the world’s greatest powers is 

growing. With the United States pushing back against Russia in the West and China in the East, 

the two are being nudged together to counter America. To offset Sino-Russian partnership, 

Japan seeks rapprochement with India and Russia, leavening its longstanding exclusive reliance 

on the United States. China, Europe, Russia, and the United States are also courting India, which 

is, as always, playing hard to get. Meanwhile, China is reaching out to Europe and the EU is 

attempting to work with it to fill the leadership vacuum in the Asia-Pacific created by the 

sudden U.S. abandonment of the economic leg of its “pivot to Asia.” No region is immune from 

realignment in its international relationships. Brazil’s membership in the BRICS group 

symbolizes its cultivation of relationships with emerging powers to balance those it has with the 

United States and middle-ranking powers in the Western Hemisphere. As a consequence of 

these trends, we are now well into a world of many competing power centers and regional 

balances. Long-term vision and short-term diplomatic agility are at a premium. Neither is 

anywhere evident. In their absence, territorial disputes rooted in World War II and Cold War 

troop movements and lines of control, arms races (nuclear as well as conventional), shifting 

balances of prestige, and the reduced moderating effect of international organizations are 
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helping to escalate alienation and tension between the great powers. The stakes are high. 

Trade wars that could wreck the global economy and degrade the prosperity of all are now all 

too easy to imagine. Armed conflict could break out at any time along the unsettled borders 

between China and India and China and Japan. The U.S. and Chinese navies are maneuvering 

against each other in the South China Sea. The two countries appear to be headed for a military 

confrontation over Taiwan. The Peloponnesian War and World War I remind us that squabbles 

between lesser powers can drag their patrons into existential strife despite their better 

judgment. Notwithstanding ample opportunity to do so, the U.S., EU, and Russia failed to craft 

a cooperative post-Cold War order to regulate their interaction in Europe. There is no 

agreement on where NATO ends and Russia begins. We now face the possibility that it will take 

an armed face-down to define a dividing line between them. All great powers now share an 

avowed interest in containing Islamist terrorism and remediating its causes. Escalating 

antipathies born of territorial disputes and Chinese and Russian opposition to U.S. primacy 

prevent cooperation to this end. The politically expedient demonization of strategic rivals in 

democracies like the United States inhibits cooperation even where specific interests nearly 

completely coincide. The same factors diminish the likelihood of cooperation on other matters 

where interests substantially overlap —like Syria and Korea. Meanwhile, U.S. deployments of 

ballistic missile defenses and the increasing lethality of American nuclear warheads have 

convinced both Russia and China that Washington is reaching for the ability to decapitate them 

in a first strike. Russia and the United States are in a nuclear arms race again. China seems to 

have been provoked to develop a second-strike capability that, like Russia’s, will be able to 

annihilate, not just maim America. The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists has moved its 

“Doomsday Clock” the closest to midnight since 1954. The risks the world now faces were not 

(and are not) inevitable. They are the product of lapses of statesmanship and failures to 

consider how others see and react to us. The setbacks to America’s ability to shape the 

international environment to its advantage are not the result of declining capacity on its part. 

They are the consequence of a failure to adapt to new realities and shifting power balances. 

Raging against change will not halt it. Pulling down the frameworks and trashing the rules on 

which North American and global prosperity were built is far more likely to prove 
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counterproductive than empowering. Buying more military hardware will not remedy the 

national strategy deficit. Gutting the foreign affairs agencies and doubling down on diplomacy-

free foreign policy will deepen it. Americans are badly in need of a national conversation about 

their aspirations in foreign affairs and how to take advantage of the changing world order to 

realize them. That conversation did not take place during the run-up to the 2016 election. The 

inauguration did not mark an end to the chaos of the presidential transition. Forty-eight days 

later, most government policy positions remain unfilled. Policy processes have yet to be 

defined. In the current atmosphere, slogans displace considered judgments, intelligence about 

the outside world is unwelcome, expertise is dismissed as irrelevant or worse, and policy 

pronouncements appease the delusions of political constituencies instead of addressing 

verifiable realities. The Congress has walked off the job. Some sort of order must eventually 

reassert itself in the U.S. government, but the prospects for intelligent dialogue about the 

implications for American interests of developments abroad seem exceptionally poor. But such 

dialogue cannot be deferred for another four years. It seems ever clearer that it will not 

originate in Washington. It must begin somewhere. Why not here? Why not now? 
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Democracies encourage trade through property rights and the rule of 

law. 

Li, Quan. “The Effects Of Liberalism On The Terrestrial Environment.”. 2007. Web. December 
10, 2018. <http://cmp.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/24/3/219>. 

If trade can be used as a tool of power, who will trade with whom? Grieco (1988), Gowa (1994), 

and Gowa and Mansfield (1993), among others, expect that states will avoid trade with states 

they consider to be their actual or potential adversaries. In such situations, the concern for 

relative gains—who gains more from trade—may reduce trade flows to trickles, as the side that 

gains less will worry that the side that gains more may translate the gain to military power. 

During the Cold War, for example, the U.S. regulated its trade with the Soviet bloc based on this 

logic. Since democracies are expected not to engage in wars against each other, they feel more 

secure in their bilateral trade and may be content with trade regardless of who gains more. 

Democracy, then, should promote trade (e.g., Russett & Oneal, 2001; Morrow, 1997; Snidal, 

1991). Moreover, since democracy is associated with the rule of law and respect for property 

rights, agents will feel more secure to trade as the level of democracy rises, as it is more likely 

they will be able to enjoy the fruits of their investments (e.g., Olson, 1993; Clauge et al., 1996). 
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Military aid can be inefficient and often backfire without the proper 

conditions with local populations. 

Thompson, Mark. “U.S. Military Aid To Egypt: An IV Drip, With Side Effects.” Time. August 19, 
2013. Web. December 11, 2018. <http://swampland.time.com/2013/08/19/u-s-military-
aid-to-egypt-an-iv-drip-with-side-effects/>. 

Justice System. As the Afghanistan case illustrates, the reform of police and other internal 

security forces is not sufficient to ensure security, accountability, and human rights. Sustainable 

security requires a functioning justice system, including courts and a prison system. Arbitrary or 

politicized sentencing, an incompetent or corrupt judiciary, and inhumane prison conditions 

quickly undermine the benefits that come from better policing. A weak justice system also 

increases the prevalence of organized crime and extremist groups and can lead to a spiral of 

political assassinations, extrajudicial killings, and petty crime. The inability to establish a viable 

justice system has plagued many efforts to reconstruct police and security forces. The justice 

sector also plays a crucial role in human rights. For example, it can help end the use of torture 

by rejecting coerced confessions in criminal cases. In addition, education and training are 

insufficient unless the appropriate structural and institutional mechanisms are put in place to 

ensure continuity of oversight and accountability. These mechanisms can include Inspector 

Generals’ offices and improved management, personnel, and financial processes. Robust 

institutional development programs are critical to creating lasting change in the culture of 

internal security agencies. A Conducive Environment. Viable reform can take place only in an 

atmosphere of support from the local government, including the leadership of key ministries. 
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Military aid to dictatorships actually brings about their collapse-flips 

their offense. 

Yom, Sean. “Helping Hurts Why Supporting Dictators Can Doom Them.” Foreign Affairs. March 
07, 2016. Web. December 10, 2018. <https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/2016-03-
07/helping-hurts>. 

Great powers have long supported unsavory dictatorships in pursuit of strategic interests, such 

as natural resources, military security, and financial gain. The relationship usually involves an 

impressive array of incentives, including diplomatic carrots such as treaty agreements and 

bilateral accords; economic aid in the form of fiscal grants and technical assistance; and military 

aid through training programs, arms transfers, and even troop deployments. The underlying 

goal is usually to bring about political stability by boosting the recipient autocracy’s hold on 

power and economic productivity. In the United States, scholars and practitioners have long 

clashed over the moral dilemma inherent in such sponsorship. Liberal critics point out the 

contradiction of deploying the United States’ arsenal of democracy to help strongmen brutalize 

their own populaces. Realists prefer backing the bullies we know rather than risking potentially 

worse tyrants we don’t. Better a pro-American king, say, than an anti-Western theocracy. Yet 

lost in this debate is the question of whether supporting dictatorships actually works. That is, 

whether diplomatic, economic, and military assistance facilitate long-term stability in client 

regimes. Historical evidence from the Middle East suggests otherwise. In many cases over the 

past several decades, external aid has had the perverse effect of sabotaging future survival. 

When suddenly empowered by hegemonic support, dictators often insulated themselves from 

the demands of their own societies, investing not in coalition-building but instead in violent 

repression. When serious crises eventually struck, the dictators found themselves lacking 

domestic allies and popular constituencies that could neutralize rising tides of opposition. And 

Western patrons such as the United Kingdom and United States could only do so much from a 

distance. Indeed, examples abound of brutal dictatorships falling to revolution despite having 

received profuse diplomatic, economic, and military support from Western capitals. In Iraq, the 

1958 popular coup exterminated the Hashemite monarchy, which the British had installed and 

heavily supported for the previous four decades. The 1979 Iranian Revolution tore down the 

Pahlavi dynasty, despite its status as one of the United States’ 
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Democratic peace theory is false--the best empirics prove. 

Mousseau, Michael. “Grasping The Scientific Evidence: The Contractualist Peace Supersedes 
The Democratic Peace.” Conflict Management and Peace Science. January 28, 2016. 
Web. December 10, 2018. 
<https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/d254/a47bcc86b811b735e30f8ed4b20886dbfd9b.pd
f>. 

A weighty controversy has enveloped the study of international conflict: whether the 

democratic peace, the observed dearth of militarized conflict between democratic nations, may 

be spurious and accounted for by institutionalized market ‘‘contractualist’’ economy. I have 

offered theory and evidence that economic norms, specifically contractualist economy, appear 

to account for both the explanans (democracy) and the explanandum (peace) in the democratic 

peace research program (Mousseau, 2009, 2012a, 2013; see also Mousseau et al., 2013a, b). 

Five studies have responded with several arguments for why we should continue to believe that 

democracy causes peace (Dafoe, 2011; Dafoe and Russett, 2013; Dafoe et al., 2013; Ray, 2013; 

Russett, 2010). Resolution of this controversy is fundamental to the study and practice of 

international relations. The observation of democratic peace is ‘‘the closest thing we have to an 

empirical law’’ in the study of global politics (Levy, 1988: 662), and carries the profound 

implication that the spread of democracy will end war. New economic norms theory, on the 

other hand, yields the contrary implication that universal democracy will not end war. Instead, 

it is market-oriented development that creates a culture of contracting, and this culture 

legitimates democracy within nations and causes peace among them. The policy implications 

could hardly be more divergent: to end war (and support democracy), the contractualist 

democracies should promote the economies of nations at risk (Krieger and Meierrieks, 2015; 

Meierrieks, 2012; Mousseau, 2000, 2009, 2012a, 2013; Nieman, 2015). In the literature are five 

factual claims for why we should continue to believe that democracy causes peace: (1) an 

assertion that in three of the five studies that overturned the democratic peace (Mousseau, 

2013; Mousseau et al., 2013a, b), the insignificance of democracy controlling for contractualist 

economy is due to the treatment of missing data for contractualist economy (Dafoe et al., 2013, 

henceforth DOR); (2) a claim of error in the measure for conflict (DOR) that appears in one of 
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the five studies that overturned the democratic peace (Mousseau, 2013); (3) an alleged 

misinterpretation of an interaction term that appears in one of the five studies (Mousseau, 

2009) that overturned the democratic peace, along with in inference of democratic causality 

from an interaction of democracy with contractualist economy (Dafoe and Russett, 2013; DOR); 

(4) a claim of reverse causality, of democracy causing contractualist economy (Ray, 2013); and 

(5) a report of multiple regressions with most said to show democratic significance after 

controlling for contractualist economy (DOR). This study investigates all five of these factual 

claims. I begin by addressing the issue of missing data by constructing two entirely new 

measures for contractualist economy. I then take up possible measurement error in the 

dependent variable by reporting tests using both my own (Mousseau, 2013) and DOR’s 

measures for conflict. Next, I disaggregate the data to investigate a causal interaction of 

democracy with contractualist economy. I then examine the evidence for reverse causality, and 

scrutinize the competing test models to pinpoint the exact factors that can account for 

differences in test outcomes. The results are consistent across all tests: there is no credible 

evidence supporting democracy as a cause of peace. Using DOR’s base model, the impact of 

democracy is zero regardless of how contractualist economy or interstate conflict is measured. 

There is no misinterpreted interaction term in any study that has overturned the democratic 

peace, and the disaggregation of the data yields no support for a causal interaction of 

democracy with contractualist economy. Ray’s (2013) evidence for reverse causality from 

democracy to contractualist economy is shown to be based on an erroneous research design. 

And of DOR’s 120 separate regressions that consider contractualist economy, 116 contain 

controversial measurement and specification practices; the remaining four are analyses of all 

(fatal and non-fatal) disputes, where the correlation of democracy with peace is limited to 

mixed economic dyads, those where one state has a contractualist economy and the other does 

not, a subset that includes only 27% of dyads from 1951 to 2001, including only 50% of 

democratic dyads. It is further shown that this marginal peace is a statistical artifact since it 

does not exist among neighbors where everyone has an equal opportunity to fight. The results 

of this study should not be surprising, as they merely corroborate the present state of 

knowledge. This is because, while DOR ardently assert that four alleged errors, when corrected, 
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each independently save the democratic peace proposition—multiple imputation, the exclusion 

of ongoing dispute years, an interaction term, and their alternative measure for contractualist 

economy—they never actually report any clear-cut evidence in support of their claims. One 

issue not addressed is Dafoe and Russett’s (2013) challenge to Mousseau et al. (2013a) on the 

grounds that our reported insignificance of democracy is not significant. Like the four claims of 

error made by DOR addressed here, Dafoe and Russett (2013) made this charge without 

supporting it. Mousseau et al. (2013b) then investigated it and showed that it too has no 

support. This issue appears resolved, as Russett and colleagues (DOR) did not raise it again. Nor 

have DOR or anyone else disputed the overturning of the democratic peace as reported in 

Mousseau (2012a), which has not been contested with any assertion, supported or 

unsupported. The implications of this study are far from trivial: the observation of democratic 

peace is a statistical artifact, seemingly explained by economic conditions. If scientific 

knowledge progresses and the field of interstate conflict processes is to abide by the scientific 

rules of evidence, then we must stop describing democracy as a ‘‘known’’ cause or correlate of 

peace, and stop tossing in a variable for democracy, willy-nilly, in quantitative analyses of 

international conflict; the variable to replace it is contractualist economy. If nations want to 

advance peace abroad, the promotion of democracy will not achieve it: the policy to replace it 

is the promotion of economic opportunity The economic norms account for how contractualist 

economy can cause both democracy and peace has been explicated in numerous prior studies 

and need not be repeated here (Mousseau, 2000, 2009, 2012a, 2013). An abundance of prior 

studies have also corroborated various novel predictions of the theory in wider domains 

(Ungerer, 2012), and no one has disputed the multiple reports that contractualist economy is 

the strongest non-trivial predictor of peace both within (Mousseau, 2012b) and between 

nations (Mousseau, 2013; see also Nieman, 2015). The only matter in controversy is whether 

democracy has any observable impact on peace between nations after consideration of 

contractualist economy. My investigation begins below with the allegation of measurement 

error. 
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The authoritarian regimes they criticize are more peaceful than 

democracies. 

Mazumder, Soumyajit. “Autocracies And The International Sources Of Cooperation.” Journal of 
Peace Research. 2017. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0022343316687018?journalCode=jpra
>. 

Under what conditions do autocratic polities peacefully settle international disputes? The 

evidence accumulated under the Democratic Peace literature would suggest that the conditions 

are slim (Maoz & Russett, 1993; Oneal et al., 1996; Russett & Oneal, 2001). Recent work, 

however, shows that the relationship between domestic institutions and international conflict 

is much more nuanced (Weeks, 2008, 2012; Colgan & Weeks, 2015; Mattes & Rodriguez, 2014). 

Domestic institutional variation within autocracies can explain how some autocracies are no 

more conflict-prone than democracies. In addition to domestic institutional variation, 

autocracies also vary in their involvement with international institutions. I argue that this 

component – which has been overlooked by most scholars – can help to explain why some 

autocracies are less war-prone than others. How does the embeddedness of a state within 

liberal international institutions interact with domestic regime type to pacify foreign relations? I 

argue that as autocracies become more central or embedded within the network of liberal 

institutions such as preferential trade agreements (PTAs), they are less likely to initiate 

militarized interstate disputes (MIDs). For democracies, the effect of centrality within the PTA 

network on the propensity of a state to initiate a MID is relatively smaller. Moreover, I argue 

that these results can be explained via an Information Revelation mechanism. Given 

uncertainty over capabilities, enhanced transparency resultant from greater embeddedness in 

the PTA regime allows states to settle on a peaceful bargain equilibrium rather than the less 

efficient militarized dispute equilibrium. Since the scope of transparency improvements is 

higher in autocracies than in democracies, the benefits of PTA centrality for international 

cooperation should be greater for autocracies than democracies. Empirical analysis of a dataset 

of directed-dyads and MID initiation from 1965 to 1999 supports my hypothesis. Moreover, the 

results are substantively significant. Moving from one standard deviation below the mean PTA 
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centrality to one standard deviation above the mean PTA centrality for autocracies decreases 

the risk of MID initiation by 70% for dyads that have a particularly acute predilection toward 

international conflict, and this effect decreases as the state becomes more democratic. In my 

models, the magnitude of this substantive effect is on par with the main effect of democracy as 

well as the effect of oil wealth on conflict propensities. My results remain robust to a battery of 

control variables, sampling choices, and econometric modeling techniques. Furthermore, my 

analysis provides evidence in favor of the hypothesized causal mechanism: (1) PTA centrality is 

associated with enhanced transparency and the magnitude of this effect is declining with 

increased levels of democracy, and (2) greater transparency is associated with lower 

probabilities of dispute initiation. My findings suggest that system-level variables interact with 

domestic-level variables in theoretically interesting and empirically significant ways. The results 

of this article support the contention made by Chaudoin, Milner & Pang (2015) that complex 

interactions between the international system and domestic politics should be taken seriously. 

Complementing the work of several scholars who unpack variation within autocratic regimes, I 

show that variation in an autocrat’s involvement with international institutions can also help us 

to understand conflict initiation in autocracies (Weeks, 2012; Colgan & Weeks, 2015; Mattes & 

Rodriguez, 2014). I argue that the effect of PTA centrality on reducing MID initiations should be 

greater for autocracies than for democracies. The results across all models bear out this 

prediction at significance levels of p < 0.05 or greater. Model 1 of Table I begins by estimating a 

parsimonious model that includes regime type, PTA centrality, and their interaction in addition 

to the baseline control variables that capture factors such as military power, geography, 

alliances, and democratic clustering. In this model, the coefficient on the main effects of regime 

type and PTA centrality are both negative and statistically significant at the p < 0.001 and p < 

0.05 levels respectively. The interaction term, as hypothesized, is also positive and statistically 

significant at the p < 0.001 level as well. One concern is that PTA centrality might be 

confounded by regime type. I show in the Online appendix that the effect of regime type as 

measured by Polity II scores is substantively small and statistically insignificant at conventional 

levels once accounting for country and year fixed effects. All control variables generally perform 

as expected and consistent with the literature. Model 2 of Table I takes into account the 
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Kantian variables that might also explain my results. Importantly, my results remain statistically 

significant at the p < 0.001 level. Moreover, the coefficients on all of the terms significantly 

increase in magnitude, which indicates that the exclusion of the Kantian explanation actually 

introduces a downward bias on the coefficients of interest. While the term on trade 

dependence is negatively and statistically significant, which is consistent with conventional 

explanations of the liberal peace, the coefficient on the number of shared IGO memberships is 

actually positive and statistically significant – a finding that a number of other studies have 

unexpectedly found as well. Boehmer, Gartzke & Nordstrom (2004) find similar anomalous 

results. This may be because states that are politically engaged in the international system have 

more disputes and might simultaneously join more IGOs. Future work might be fruitful in 

unpacking this anomalous finding. Model 3 of Table I goes on to test how other aspects of PTA 

and IGO networks might account for my findings. Again, the signs and directions on the 

variables of interest remain the same and statistically significant at the p < 0.001 level. 

Consistent with Hafner-Burton & Montgomery (2006), the coefficients on joint PTA cluster 

membership and the challenger’s PTA cluster size are respectively negative and positive, but 

they do not reach conventional levels of statistical significance. Like Hafner-Burton & 

Montgomery (2012), I also find that joint PTA membership is positively associated with MID 

initiation, but this is also likely due to omitted factors such as international political 

engagement since the statistical significance and point estimate reduces when subsetting to 

‘politically relevant’ dyads.4 The coefficient on the structural equivalence of IGO networks is 

negative and statistically significant, consistent with Kinne (2013), indicating that greater 

similarity in the structure of each state’s IGO network is associated with a reduction in MID 

initiation. Finally, Model 4 of Table I estimates the MID initiation by only including variables 

from each alternate explanation that are statistically significant. Importantly, my main results 

hold with the correct signs and maintain statistical significance at the p < 0.01 level or greater. 

In line with the literature, petro-states seem to be more aggressive in their foreign policy as 

indicated by the positive and statistically significant coefficient on oilexporter status (Colgan, 

2010). Empirical analysis seems to indicate support for my hypothesis. I plot the marginal effect 

of PTA centrality while varying the level of democracy in Figure 1. For ease of interpretation, I 



A/2: Democracy AC  Jan/Feb 2019 
 
 

Champion Briefs  95 

replace the CGV democracy indicator and estimate Model 4 of Table I with the continuous 

Polity scale from –10 to 10 instead. On the vertical axis is the marginal effect of PTA centrality. 

On the horizontal axis is the Polity scale. Figure 1 provides evidence that the effect of PTA 

centrality on the propensity to initiate militarized conflicts is indeed conditional on a state’s 

level of democracy. Figure 1 shows that as a state becomes more democratic, the pacifying 

effect of PTA centrality on conflict initiation reduces. Furthermore, I use CLARIFY to simulate 

the substantive impact of the hypothesized interaction effect between regime type and PTA 

centrality (King, Tomz & Wittenberg, 2000). Using a dyad that might be particularly conflict 

prone, I use the estimates from Model 4 of Table I to simulate the impact of a change in PTA 

centrality from one standard deviation below the mean to one standard deviation above the 

mean value for PTA centrality conditional on regime type. I model a conflict prone dyad as 

being one with contiguous borders and where the challenger is a minor power and the target is 

a major power with all other variables set to their means because this is the most policy-

relevant and theoretically interesting case to investigate. The results indicate that for autocratic 

regimes, this effect reduces the likelihood that it initiates a MID by 70%. For democracies this 

reduction is statistically indistinguishable from zero. The magnitude of this effect is similar to 

the main effect of regime type as well as petrostate status. Thus, the evidence indicates that 

the effect of a state’s position in the PTA network on its willingness to violently settle disputes 

depends on its domestic regime type and that this effect is substantively meaningful. 

Robustness checks I also carry out an extensive battery of robustness checks with the results 

available in the Online appendix. Importantly, none of these tests substantively change my 

results: Using a rare events logit estimator (King & Zeng, 2001) Accounting for region fixed-

effects Recoding the dependent variable to be only fatal MIDs Replacing the CGV indicator with 

the continuous Polity scale Restricting the sample to dyads deemed to be politically relevant 

Limiting the sample to only minor-power challengers Controlling for other system-level 

variables such as Cold War status and system size Dropping all allied dyads from the sample 

Dropping Warsaw Pact countries from the sample since their foreign policies are not 

independent Replacing splines of the dependent variable with time fixed effects Including the 

lagged dependent variable Causal mechanisms While the above analysis gives us a high-level 
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overview of the data, it does not help us to identify which causal pathways are at work. In this 

section, I test the hypothesized mechanisms that might be driving my results. My analysis 

provides correlational evidence that the main results are likely to be driven by the 

informational mechanism rather than the ideological or market-based channels. Moreover, I 

test the second implication of my theory – that greater transparency should lead to a lower 

likelihood of MID initiation – and find support for that as well. To test the posited mechanisms, I 

sequentially estimate the effect of my main interaction variable as well as its constituent 

components on each dependent variable using a dynamic error correction model (De Boef & 

Keele, 2008). This model estimates the short- and long-run impacts of an independent variable 

on each dependent variable. Specifically, this model estimates the impact of the first difference 

(short-run) and lagged value (long-run) of each independent variable on the first differenced 

transformation of the dependent variable. By taking this approach, one controls for the impact 

of country-specific and year-specific effects through taking the first difference. The advantage 

of this model is that it helps to appropriately specify the impacts of variables on equilibrium 

outcomes in addition to limiting the bias that may result from weakly endogenous regressors 

(De Boef & Keele, 2008). First, the empirical implication of the Informational Mechanism 

suggests that as autocrats become more embedded in PTA networks, they should also become 

more transparent as well. To test this mechanism, I use data from Hollyer, Rosendorff & 

Vreeland (2011) which measure how willing a government is to release policy relevant 

economic information. Higher values suggest greater transparency. Broadly speaking, greater 

willingness to reveal such information suggests that governments should be better able to 

mitigate any uncertainty issues that may hinder cooperation. If this mechanism is at work, it 

should be the case that autocrats become increasingly transparent as they become more 

central in the PTA network. Thus, the coefficient on PTA centrality should be positive while the 

interaction term of democracy and PTA centrality should be negative for Model 1 of Table II. 

Second, the Liberal Ideology mechanism suggests that as autocrats become more central in the 

PTA network, they also become more liberal in their ideologies. I use data taken from Bailey, 

Strezhnev & Voeten (2017), which measures how much a state buys into the concept of a 

liberal world order, to test the liberal ideology mechanism. More positive values suggest 
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greater liberal foreign policy preferences. If greater acceptance of a liberal world order implies 

that such states should also be less likely to use military force to settle disputes, then it might 

be the case that autocrats that are highly embedded in the PTA network become more likely to 

accept the concept of a liberal world order. This mechanism implies that the coefficient on PTA 

centrality should be positive and that the interaction term of democracy and PTA centrality 

should be negative for Model 2 of Table II. Third and finally, the Capitalist Peace mechanism 

suggests that autocrats that are more central in the PTA network should also be more 

economically liberalized. While this mechanism would suggest that one look at trade openness 

as a measure of economic liberalization, this variable is likely endogenous with PTA centrality as 

well as its interaction. Thus, I look to a slightly more indirect measure of liberalization – 

financial liberalization – because it is potentially less likely that endogeneity would be a 

problem. I use data taken from Chinn & Ito (2008) which measure how restricted a country’s 

international financial policies are, to test this mechanism. Moreover, Gartzke (2007) uses the 

number of financial restrictions as identified by the IMF, which is actually a component of the 

Chinn-Ito index. For this variable, greater values are associated with more financial 

liberalization. As a result, the coefficient on PTA centrality should be positive and the 

interaction term should be negative for Model 3 of Table II. Table II provides evidence that my 

hypothesis is driven by the informational pathway rather than the liberal preferences or market 

liberalization channels. Model 1 of Table II shows that PTA centrality is associated with 

enhanced transparency for autocrats in the long run and that this effect diminishes for 

democracies as predicted by the Informational Mechanism. For the Liberal Ideology 

mechanism, Model 2 of Table II shows that PTA centrality seems to actually be negatively 

associated with liberal ideology. For democracies, however, greater PTA centrality has a slight 

positive effect on liberal ideology. Finally, Model 3 of Table II does not seem to provide 

evidence in favor of the Capitalist Peace mechanism. PTA centrality does not seem to be 

associated with greater levels of financial openness for autocrats while centrality is associated 

with more financial openness for democracies. Thus, the evidence presented here seems to 

suggest that my hypothesis works through the informational channel rather than the 

ideological or liberalization channels. If the Information Revelation mechanism really is at work, 
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then the observable implication should be that more transparent states should be less likely to 

initiate MIDs. Is this really the case? To test this implication of my hypothesized mechanism, I 

re-estimate my statistical model of conflict initiation from Table I and replace PTA centrality and 

its interaction with regime type with Hollyer, Rosendorff & Vreeland’s (2011) transparency 

index because transparency is post-treatment to PTA centrality. Additionally, if it is the case 

that the transparency index also correlates with the transparency of domestic political debate, 

then the index should actually be correlated with increased MID initiation because of the 

reputational incentives. Furthermore, my analysis controls for the primary determinant of 

transparency – democracy – reducing concerns of selection bias. Table III presents my results. 

Results from Table III validate the second implication of my theory. Across all models, the 

coefficient on the transparency index is negative and statistically significant at least at the p < 

0.01 level. Moreover, these results are substantively significant. Using the results of Model 4 of 

Table III, the effect of moving from one standard deviation below the mean transparency level 

to one standard deviation above is nearly twice the magnitude of democracy and on par with 

the effect of oil exporter status. This suggests that in spite of the potentially perverse effects 

that transparency might have on conflict initiation, the benefits of greater certainty over 

capabilities outweighs any reputational effect. Further analysis of the causal mechanisms at 

work provide evidence that the beneficial effect of PTAs on MID initiation is likely to be a 

product of the Information Revelation channel. I show that PTA centrality is associated with 

enhanced transparency, the magnitude of the effect decreases with higher levels of democracy, 

and higher levels of transparency are associated with lower MID initiation probabilities. I do not 

find evidence that alternate channels such as Liberal Ideology and Capitalist Peace mechanisms 

explain my results. This study shows that international institutions can have spillover effects 

outside of that institution’s specific functional area. In the case of the trade agreement 

network, greater embeddedness in this regime can generate positive security externalities even 

though these pieces of paper only concern themselves with trade. It would seem that 

investigating the conditions under which international institutions generate positive and 

negative externalities could be a fruitful path for future research. My results help inform the 

broader debate about the sources of the ‘democratic advantage’ in international cooperation. 
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Many scholars argue that democracies are better able to cooperate because of certain 

domestic institutional advantages that help them to reveal information. Though this point is still 

debated, my results suggest that autocrats need not have audience cost or electoral 

mechanisms to engender cooperative outcomes. International institutions can help fill in such 

gaps as well. In addition to investigating the role that certain domestic factors play in helping or 

hindering international cooperation, my results suggest that scholars should also look to how 

international factors can substitute for domestic institutions to engender peaceful dispute 

resolution. How does a state’s embeddedness in liberal international institutions shape the 

likelihood that it uses military force to settle disputes? In this article, I provide evidence that the 

probability of MID initiation reduces as a state becomes more embedded in liberal international 

institutions such as PTAs. This effect depends, however, on a country’s domestic political 

institutions. While embeddedness in international institutions helps autocracies to peacefully 

resolve disputes, the effect of centrality within the PTA network decreases as states become 

more democratic. 
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Prefer our offense--democracy can’t solve wars that escalate. 

Ghatak, Sambuddha. “External Threat And The Limits Of Democratic Pacificim.” Conflict 
Management and Peace Science. July 18, 2016. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0738894216650429>. 

Recent efforts to determine the limits of democratic pacifism by examining border and 

territorial disagreements have ignored other critical factors driving states toward conflict, such 

as strategic rivalry. Not only does strategic rivalry delineate a hostile dyadic relationship, but 

also evidence currently demonstrates that regime type may not make much difference in rival 

contexts (Lektzian et al., 2010). Furthermore, it might be possible to organize interstate 

relationships along a continuum of interactions that help to identify relationships where, for 

example, while the frequency and severity of violent conflict decline, the perception of threat 

remains (see Owsiak et al., 2016). Therefore, to specifically address whether regime type 

affects conflict propensity, we need to consider the overall external security environment that 

could limit democratic pacifism and the larger continuum of interstate relationships. When 

faced with a direct external threat, such as strategic rivalry or territorial contention, jointly 

democratic institutions or norms might not have the same constraining ability on the likelihood 

of armed conflict as evidence currently suggests. Further, democratic states may be efficient at 

resolving disputes when external threat remains low. But when confronted with border 

challenges and persistent hostility, even democratic leaders may find cooperative behavior 

politically precarious. In what follows, we draw upon research by Gibler (2007, 2012), Rasler 

and Thompson (2011), Senese and Vasquez (2003), and Park and James (2015) to develop 

theoretical connections between territorial contention, rivalry, regime type, and armed conflict. 

We begin by briefly reviewing challenges to the Democratic Peace. We then move to a 

discussion of external threat, linking it to territorial contention and strategic rivalry, and discuss 

how an adversarial dyadic relationship can influence leader decision-making when it comes to 

using military force. Testable hypotheses of the direct and conditional impacts regime type has 

on militarized dispute involvement are drawn from this discussion. Specifically, we assess the 

conflict propensities of democratic dyads relative to mixed and jointly autocratic dyads when 

controlling for threat. But we also assess the conditional role regime type plays in driving 
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conflict in the presence of external threat. That is, can it be that the Democratic Peace is limited 

to non-threatening dyadic contexts? The empirical evidence we uncover systematically shows 

the Democratic Peace to be more constrained than previously observed. In general, 

democracies are no less conflict prone than mixed and jointly autocratic dyads when salient 

external threats are present. More specifically, we find that joint democracy has the strongest 

effect on lowering conflict propensities when external threat is low to non-existent. In the 

presence of strategic rivalry, and when rivalry and territorial claims exist together, democratic 

dyads mostly show little difference in their conflict propensities when compared with mixed 

and jointly autocratic dyads. Democratic exceptionalism also mostly disappears when we 

control for political relevance, again signifying that there are clear limits to the Democratic 

Peace. The fragility of democratic conflict resolution? The Democratic Peace—the claim that 

while democratic states are not necessarily more peaceful than non-democracies (Maoz and 

Abdolali, 1989), they are less likely to go to war with each other (Small and Singer, 1976)—is 

probably the most important liberal contribution to the study of conflict. Its explanations rest 

on the constraining and signaling advantages of democratic political institutions as well as well-

entrenched norms of compromise and peaceful conflict resolution (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 

1999; Maoz and Russett, 1993; Oneal and Russett, 1997). Challenges to the Democratic Peace 

have looked to preference similarity (Farber and Gowa, 1997; Gartzke, 2000), economic 

interdependence (Gartzke, 2007), globalization (Choi, 2010), and shared contract-intensive 

economies (Mousseau, 2013) instead of joint democracy to explain the peace between 

democratic states.5 Even though the Democratic Peace literature has resisted most 

challenges,6 perhaps the strongest test has come from the argument that democratic pacifism 

is epiphenomenal to territorial issues, specifically the external threats that they pose (Gibler 

2007, 2012).7 External threat may be the underlying mechanism that, owing to audience costs, 

resolve, and electoral pressures, pushes leaders into adversarial relationships regardless of 

regime type. In this section, we first discuss the concept of external threat and then link it to 

territory and rivalry. We then consider how an adversarial dyadic relationship might influence a 

leader’s decision-making when it comes to using military force. Scholars have long given threat 

perception a central role in theories of war, deterrence and compellence, alliances, and conflict 
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resolution. In the international relations literature, a threat is defined as a situation in which 

one agent or group has either the capability or intention to inflict a negative consequence on 

another agent or group (Davis, 2000; Rousseau and Garcia-Retamero, 2007). Verbal and 

physical threats are conditional statements designed to signal the capacity and intention to 

inflict harm if desired results are not forthcoming (Stein, 2013). Deterrent threats require the 

target to refrain from committing acts that the threatener does not like and compellent threats 

require the target to engage in actions that they do not wish to do (Schaub, 2004). Leaders do 

not always threaten verbally; they can also use nonverbal signals to communicate the 

seriousness of their intent to punish undesirable behavior. They may withdraw their 

ambassadors, put their forces on alert, or move forces to contested borders (see Bell, 2016).8 

On the other hand, threats may not unambiguously speak for themselves. Understanding the 

meaning of threats is mediated by the perception of the target. Perception is the process of 

apprehending by means of the senses, and recognizing and interpreting what is processed 

(Stein, 2013). We discuss two sources of threat or perception of threat that can push up dyadic 

conflict propensities and result in a fragile Democratic Peace. Empirical results Table 1 presents 

the results of our inferential analyses using the onset of MID for all dyads between 1816 and 

2001, using different measures of external threat. In all of our models (1– 6) in Table 1, the 

control variables are either significant in expected directions or have signs as expected. The 

presence of a major power in a dyad and contiguity always increase the likelihood of MID onset. 

Similarly, a dyadic history of previous militarized disputes always increases the probability of 

conflict onset. Dyadic distance consistently reduces the chance of MID onset, while in general 

relative capabilities is negatively related to MID onset, although at times the relationship is 

statistically insignificant. Finally, alliances should result in a lower likelihood of MID onset, but 

the coefficients do not reach the levels of statistical significance in our models in Table 1. Still, 

the coefficients are negatively signed as one would expect. Model 1 presented in Table 1 shows 

that territorial claims as a measure of threat have a strong positive relation with MID onset, 

while joint democracy has a pacifying effect on the onset of a MID for all dyads while 

controlling for territorial claims and other standard correlates of armed conflict (support for 

hypotheses 1 and 2). Our evidence therefore supports most extant research on the Democratic 
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Peace and very closely matches the evidence presented by Park and James (2015: 96). They also 

find strong direct effects for both joint democracy and territorial claims on conflict propensity. 

We observe similar direct effects using an alternative measure of external threat. Strategic 

rivalry strongly increases the likelihood of MID onset (Model 3) and the combination of 

territorial claims and rivalry (Model 5) is also positively associated with the onset of armed 

conflict. In all three models (1, 3, 5) in Table 1 that estimate direct effects, joint democracy 

consistently lowers the probability of MID onset (support for Hypothesis 1). Model 2 in Table 1 

presents the contingent effects of joint democracy and territorial claims. Unlike Park and James 

(2015), who find an added pacifying effect from joint democracy when territorial issues were 

present, we observe no such effect. The coefficient on the interaction term is statistically 

insignificant but is positive, which suggests that joint democracy in the context of territorial 

claims has a weaker pacifying effect (20.318 = 20.332 þ 0.014) than in an environment where a 

claim is not present (20.332). To better show the effects of regime type in the context of a 

territorial claim, we graph the predicted probability of MID onset across territorial claims and 

regime type. Figure 1a clearly shows dyads without territorial claims to have lower conflict 

propensities than dyads with territorial claims. The effects are quite large. For non-democratic 

dyads, a territorial claim increases the probability of MID onset by a factor of 5. For democratic 

dyads, the effect is even larger, increasing the probability of MID onset by a factor of 6. Our 

evidence on the conditional effects of joint democracy both supports and refutes the 

Democratic Peace. We observe that democratic dyads have a lower probability of MID onset 

both in the presence of territorial claims and in their absence when compared with non-

democratic dyads. However, the effect of joint democracy on the likelihood of armed conflict is 

weaker and not stronger in the context of territorial claims (limited support for Hypothesis 3). 

The conditional effect of democracy is even weaker in the context of strategic rivalry. While we 

again observe a general increase in the likelihood of conflict onset for all dyads engaged in 

rivalry, no statistical difference emerges based on regime type. While nondemocratic dyads 

clearly show a higher conflict propensity than democratic dyads outside of rivalry, inside of 

rivalry the difference disappears (Figure 1b). Democratic leaders appear as willing as non-

democratic leaders to use military force against other democracies, perhaps owing to electoral 
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and audience cost pressures. Indeed, we see no evidence that democratic institutional 

structures and norms work best in managing salient disputes. In fact, we observe just the 

opposite. Democracy tends to lower the incidence of armed conflict only when external threat 

remains modest. We reach this same conclusion when we combine the contexts of claims and 

rivalry. Figure 1c demonstrates that increases in external threat increase the probability of 

conflict onset for all dyads. But the pacifying influence of democracy drops as one moves from 

low-threat to medium-threat environments and statistically disappears altogether when threat 

is high (i.e. when both territorial claims and strategic rivalry exist). The supposed conflict 

management advantages of democracy do not show up clearly in our analyses (Hypothesis 3 is 

not supported with rivalry as external threat). Similar results appear when we restrict our 

investigations to politically relevant dyads (Table 2). We still find that joint democracy 

decreases MID onset, while threat (in the form of claims and rivalry) increases MID onset when 

we estimate direct effects (Models 1, 3, and 5 in Table 2). But when democratic dyads face 

external threats, they do not appear to show lower conflict propensities than non-democratic 

dyads (see Figure 2). In fact, the coefficient for each interaction term is positive and statistically 

significant (two at the 95% and one at the 90% confidence-level using two-tailed significance 

tests). So, the effect of joint democracy on the likelihood of MID onset is weaker, not stronger, 

when external threats exist. Our evidence is stronger than that of Park and James (2015), who 

find only that democratic dyads show no statistical difference from non-democratic dyads in 

conflict propensity in the presence of territorial claims when examining only political relevant 

dyads (Table 3 on page 98). All our interactive models show that the pacifying effect of 

democracy disappears when threats are present. These findings do not corroborate recent 

evidence by Park and James (2015) that supports the pacifying effect of democracy. The Park 

and James (2015) study is for the period between 1919 and 1995, while our study is for a longer 

time period (1816– 2001). Additionally, we use multiple measures of threat, including territorial 

contention and strategic rivalry. Importantly, our model results are robust to different 

measures of conflict and different statistical estimators. These results, found in the Online 

Appendix, show the pacific effects of democracy remain limited to low external threat 

environments. Conclusion It has become a stylized fact that dyadic democracy lowers the 
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hazard of armed conflict. While the Democratic Peace has faced many challenges, we believe 

the most significant challenge has come from the argument that the pacifying effect of 

democracy is epiphenomenal to territorial issues, specifically the external threats that they 

pose. This argument sees the lower hazards of armed conflict among democracies not as a 

product of shared norms or institutional structures, but as a result of settled borders. Territory, 

though, remains only one geo-political context generating threat, insecurity, and a higher 

likelihood of armed conflict. Strategic rivalry also serves as an environment associated with 

fear, a lack of trust, and an expectation of future conflict. Efforts to assess democratic pacifism 

have largely ignored rivalry as a context conditioning the behavior of democratic leaders. To be 

sure, research demonstrates rivals to have higher probabilities of armed conflict and 

democracies rarely to be rivals. But fundamental to the Democratic Peace is the notion that 

even in the face of difficult security challenges and salient issues, dyadic democracy will 

associate with a lower likelihood of militarized aggression. But the presence of an external 

threat, be that threat disputed territory or strategic rivalry, may be the key mechanism by 

which democratic leaders, owing to audience costs, resolve and electoral pressures, fail to 

resolve problems nonviolently. This study has sought a ‘‘hard test’’ of the Democratic Peace by 

testing the conditional effects of joint democracy on armed conflict when external threat is 

present. We test three measures of threat: territorial contention, strategic rivalry, and a threat 

index that sums the first two measures. For robustness checks, we use two additional measures 

of our dependent variable: fatal MID onset, and event data from the Armed Conflict Database, 

which can be found in our Online Appendix. As most studies report, democratic dyads are 

associated with less armed conflict than mixed-regime and autocratic dyads. In every one of our 

models, when we control for each measure of external threat, joint democracy is strongly 

negative and significant and each measure of threat is strongly positive and significant. Here, 

liberal institutions maintain their pacific ability and external threats clearly increase conflict 

propensities. However, when we test the interactive relationship between democracy and our 

measures of external threat, the pacifying effect of democracy is less visible. Park and James 

(2015) find some evidence that when faced with an external threat in the form of territorial 

contention, the pacifying effect of joint democracy holds up. This study does not fully support 
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the claims of Park and James (2015). Using a longer timeframe, we find more consistent 

evidence that when faced with an external threat, be it territorial contention, strategic rivalry, 

or a combination, democratic pacifism does not survive. What are the implications of our 

study? First, while it is clear that we do not observe a large amount of armed conflict among 

democratic states, if we organize interstate relationships along a continuum from highly hostile 

to highly friendly, we are probably observing what Goertz et al. (2016) and Owsiak et al. (2016) 

refer to as ‘‘lesser rivalries’’ in which ‘‘both the frequency and severity of violent interaction 

decline. Yet, the sentiments of threat, enmity, and competition that remain—along with the 

persistence of unresolved issues—mean that lesser rivalries still experience isolated violent 

episodes (e.g., militarized interstate disputes), diplomatic hostility, and non-violent crises’’ 

(Owsiak et al., 2016). Second, our findings show that the pacific benefits of liberal institutions 

or externalized norms are not always able to lower the likelihood of armed conflict when faced 

with external threats, whether those hazards are disputed territory, strategic rivalry, or a 

combination of the two. The structural environment clearly influences democratic leaders in 

their foreign policy actions more than has heretofore been appreciated. Audience costs, 

resolve, and electoral pressures, produced from external threats, are powerful forces that are 

present even in jointly democratic relationships. These forces make it difficult for leaders to 

trust one another, which inhibits conflict resolution and facilitates persistent hostility. It does 

appear, then, that there is a limit to the Democratic Peace. 
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Prefer autocratic peace over democratic peace theory. 

Rosato, Sebastian. “On The Democratic Peace.” In The Handbook on the Political Economy of 
War by Edward Elgar. 2011. Web. December 10, 2018. <Book>. 

There is also little evidence for Ihe other implication of the group constraint claim, namely that 

group constraints must be weaker in autocracies than in democracies. If the mechanism is to 

explain why democracies remain at peace but autocracies do not, then there must be good 

evidence that democratic leaders face greater group constraints. The evidence suggests, 

however, that autocratic leaders often respond to groups - themselves or their supporters that 

have powerful incentives to avoid war. One reason for autocrats to shy away from conflict is 

that wars are expensive and the best way to pay for them is to move to a system of consensual 

taxation, which in turn requires the expansion of the franchise. In other words, autocratic 

leaders have a powerful incentive to avoid wars lest they trigger political changes that may 

destroy their hold on power. Another reason to avoid war is that it allows civilian autocrats to 

maintain weak military establishments, thereby reducing the chances that they will be 

overthrown. Different considerations inhibit the war proneness of military dictators. First, 

because they must often devote considerable effort to domestic repression, they have fewer 

resources available for prosecuting foreign wars. Second, because they are used for repression 

their militaries often have little societal support, which makes them ill equipped to fight 

external wars. Third, military dictators are closely identified with the military and will therefore 

be cautious about waging war for fear that they will be blamed for any subsequent defeat. 

Finally, time spent fighting abroad is time away from other tasks on which a dictator’s domestic 

tenure also depends. Thus there may be fewer groups with access to the foreign policy process 

in autocracies - in extreme cases only the autocrat himself has a say - but these often have a 

vested interest in avoiding war. This being the case, it is not clear that group constraints are 

weaker in autocracies than they are in democracies 
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Democracies lead to wars through violent transitions. 

Mansfield, Edward. “Democratic Transitions, Institutional Strength, And War.” International 
Organization. 2002. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<https://www.jstor.org/stable/3078607>. 

In previous research, we reported that states undergoing democratic transitions were 

substantially more likely to participate in external wars than were states whose regimes 

remained unchanged or changed in an autocratic direction. 6 We argued that elites in newly 

democratizing states often use nationalist appeals to attract mass support without submitting 

to full democratic accountability and that the institutional weakness of transitional states 

creates the opportunity for such war-causing strategies to succeed. However, these earlier 

studies did not fully address the circumstances under which transitions are most likely to 

precipitate war, and they did not take into account various important causes of war. Equally, 

some critics worried that the time periods over which we measured the effects of 

democratization were sometimes so long that events occurring at the beginning of a period 

would be unlikely to influence foreign policy at its end. 7 Employing a more refined research 

design than in our prior work, we aim here to identify more precisely the conditions under 

which democratization stimulates hostilities. We find that the heightened danger of war grows 

primarily out of the transition from an autocratic regime to one that is partly democratic. The 

specter of war during this phase of democratization looms especially large when governmental 

institutions, including those regulating political participation, are especially weak. Under these 

conditions, elites commonly employ nationalist rhetoric to mobilize mass support but then 

become drawn into the belligerent foreign policies unleashed by this process. We find, in 

contrast, that transitions that quickly culminate in a fully coherent democracy are much less 

perilous. 8 Further, our results refute the view that transitional democracies are simply inviting 

targets of attack because of their temporary weakness. In fact, they tend to be the initiators of 

war. We also refute the view that any regime change is likely to precipitate the outbreak of war. 

We find that transitions toward democracy are significantly more likely to generate hostilities 

than transitions toward autocracy. 
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Their Trump specific democracy arguments are wrong. 

Lowry, Rich. “Trump Is Not A Despot.”. January 17, 2018. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<https://www.politico.com/magazine/story/2018/01/17/donald-trump-despot-
216472>. 

It hasn’t been easy recently to make an attack against President Donald Trump that is over-the-

top enough to stand out from the run-of-the-mill hysteria, but outgoing Republican Senator Jeff 

Flake managed it. In a Senate speech hitting Trump for his broadsides against the press, Flake 

excoriated the president for using the phrase “enemy of the people.” Per the Arizona senator: 

“It is a testament to the condition of our democracy that our own president uses words 

infamously spoken by Josef Stalin to describe his enemies.” The association of Trump, whose 

offense is being crude and thoughtless while occupying an office he won in a raucously free 

election, with one of the greatest monsters of the 20th century is so wildly irresponsible it is its 

own corruption of our discourse. Trump is not a despot. Far from being an autocrat, he is a 

weak president susceptible to the views of the last person he’s talked to and so deferential to 

Congress that he spent all of last year pining for a signing ceremony for literally anything 

lawmakers could send him on health care or taxes. At its worst, the Trump White House isn’t 

sinister; it’s farcical. It’s not Recep Tayyip Erdogan carefully and deliberately creating a one-

party state; it’s Trump getting miscued by a TV show into a tweet undermining his 

administration’s own position on the reauthorization of a surveillance program. The Trump 

alarmists thought that a brittle democratic culture and set of institutions were about to 

encounter a man representing a dire, determined threat to their integrity; instead, a robust 

democratic culture and set of institutions encountered the guy sitting down at the end of the 

bar yelling at the TV. David Frum wrote a cover story at the outset of Trump’s presidency, “How 

to Build an Autocracy,” warning of the new president’s authoritarian threat. It is full of acute 

observations about Trump, but the bottom line of the piece—that Trump will succeed at 

undermining democracy through his deft use of corruption and intimidation—is completely 

detached from reality. In a dystopian scenario about Trump’s second inaugural in 2021, Frum 

writes of how, after being subdued by the autocratic president, “the media have grown 

noticeably more friendly to Trump.” Of course, Trump faces the most hostile press at least since 
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Richard Nixon. So comprehensively do Trump outrages dominate the news cycle that it’s 

difficult for a sex scandal involving a porn star to break through. If you are a late-night host who 

doesn’t spend an inordinate amount of time on Trump, your ratings lag everyone else’s. 

Michael Wolff has sold more than a million copies of a loosely sourced book whose power is the 

salaciousness of its gossip and its confirmation of everything that people who hate Trump 

already believe. Rather than stretching his powers, Trump has reined in the executive 

overreach of the Obama’s years, which was brazen and unconstitutional, although undertaken 

with much greater politeness. Obama proudly thought he could rewrite immigration law on his 

own and make recess appointments when Congress wasn’t in recess. Trump gets no credit from 

his critics for staying vigorously within the lines of statute in a way his predecessor had no 

patience for. In a piece in the New Yorker, Jeffrey Toobin argued that the decision by Attorney 

General Jeff Sessions to resume enforcing federal marijuana law as written by Congress—rather 

than simply disregarding it, as Obama did—somehow shows “contempt for the rule of law.” 

There is no doubt Trump violates norms that we should want to preserve. The president 

shouldn’t slam reporters and news organizations by name, call for people in the private sector 

to be fired, criticize companies or urge his adversaries to be jailed, among other routine 

provocations. Trump does not, to say the least, have a deep understanding of our constitutional 

system, and if he had his druthers, his Justice Department probably would be completely loyal 

to him personally. But is he serious enough about this impulse to execute a plan to carry it out 

and bear the political consequences, even from Republicans? Of course not. So, he stews about 

his DOJ, and even attacks it as the “deep state,” but Sessions remains in place and special 

counsel Robert Mueller continues his work. If Trump’s eruptions don’t speak well of him, they 

shouldn’t be confused with unconstitutional acts. The first time Trump said he wanted to 

tighten up libel laws, it was alarming; the second time he said it, it was notable; by about the 

fifth time he said it with obviously no intention to follow through—it was clearly an irritable 

mental tic. Some of the alarm about Trump is over fairly normal expressions of democratic 

politics. It is a natural dynamic that special prosecutor investigations become partisan war 

zones. Anyone appalled by the attacks of Trump allies on Mueller should acquaint themselves 

with what James Carville and Paul Begala said about Kenneth Starr. The irony is that those who 
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believe that Trump is a budding despot are themselves violating important norms. It’s hard to 

imagine Trump ever doing anything as remotely undemocratic as the Electoral College coup 

that some heretofore serious people on the left advocated after his 2016 victory. The anti-

Trumpists are the ones who fantasize about ending his presidency, via impeachment or the 25 

Amendment, before the voters get a chance to render an up-or-down verdict again in 2020. 

Josef Stalin wouldn’t tolerate any of this agitation. Donald Trump rages against it, stirs it and 

enjoys it, one news cycle at a time. 
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Autocrats and authoritarian regimes are better for the environment. 

Beeson, Mark. “The Coming Of Environmental Authoritarianism.” Academia. 2010. Web. 
December 10, 2018. 
<http://www.academia.edu/539179/The_coming_of_environmental_authoritarianism>. 

The East Asian region generally and Southeast Asia in particular have longbeen associated with authoritarian rule. It is argued 
that the intensificationof a range of environmental problems means that authoritarian rule islikely to become even more 
commonplace there in the future. Countries with limited state capacity will struggle to deal with the consequences of population 
expansion, economic development and the environmental degradation with which they are associated. A resurgence of 
authoritarian rule is made even more likely by China’s ‘successful’ developmental example and the extent of the region’s existing 
environmental problems. The dispiriting reality may be that authoritarian regimes – unattractive as they may be – may even prove 
more capable of responding to the complex political and environmental pressures in the region than some of its democracies. 
Keywords: authoritarianism; environment; Southeast Asia; China; development; path dependency Introduction The environment 
has become the defining public policy issue of the era. Not only will political responses to environmental challenges determine 
the health of the planet, but continuing environmental degradation may also affect political systems. This interaction is likely to 
be especially acute in parts of the world where environmental problems are most pressing and the state’s ability to respond to 
such challenges is weakest. One possible consequence of environmental degradation is the development or consolidation of 
authoritarian rule as political elites come to privilege regime maintenance and internal stability over political liberalisation. Even 
efforts to mitigate the impact of, or respond to, environmental change may involve a decrease in individual liberty as 
governments seek to transform environmentally destructive behavior. As a result, ‘environmental authoritarianism’ may become 
an increasingly common response to the destructive impacts of climate change in an age of diminished expectations. Long before 
the recent global economic crisis inflicted such a blow on Anglo-American forms of economic organisation, it was apparent that 
there were other models of economic development and other modes of political organisation that had admirers around the world. 
The rise of illiberal forms of capitalism and an apparent ‘democratic recession’ serve as a powerful reminders that there was 
nothing inevitable about the triumph of ‘Western’ political and economic practices or values (Zakaria 2003, Diamond 2008). 
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At best democracies pledge to help the environment without actually 

ever doing so. 

Held, David. “Democracy, Climate Change And Global Governance.”. 2009. Web. December 10, 
2018. 
<https://www.researchgate.net/publication/253384972_Democracy_Climate_Change_
and_Global_Governance>. 

On balance, while evidence on the link between political institutions and environmental 

sustainability does seem to suggest that democracies are preferable to authoritarian regimes, 

we might expect the effect to be far greater than it actually is. Why is this the case? Part of the 

reason might be attributed to the different types of transmission mechanisms that translate 

policy commitment into policy outcomes. Battig & Bernauer (2009), for example, find that while 

the effect of democracy on political commitment to climate change is positive, the effect on 

policy outcomes, measured in terms of emissions and trends, is ambiguous. They observe that 

the causal chain from environmental risks to public perceptions of such risks, to public demand 

for risk mitigation, and to policy output is shorter than the one leading from risk via policy 

output to policy outcome. Because of that, outcomes are influenced by a range of other factors, 

such as the properties of the resource in question, mitigation costs, and the efficiency of 

implementing agencies. Politicians might easily declare a set of public policy commitments to 

climate change mitigation, but the outcome of such efforts is affected by factors that are often 

outside of their control. The result is that policymakers respond quite well to public demands 

for more environmental protection, but tend to discount implementation problems, hoping 

that voters will not be able to identify these within a short enough time period to use their 

votes as a punishment for any failure to deliver. 

 

 



A/2: Democracy AC  Jan/Feb 2019 
 
 

Champion Briefs  114 

Voters reward pollution in democracies not action to preserve the 

climate. 

Li, Quan. “The Effects Of Liberalism On The Terrestrial Environment.”. 2007. Web. December 
10, 2018. <http://cmp.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/24/3/219>. 

According to the policy inaction argument, facing environmental degradation, democracy can 

often exhibit policy inaction for several reasons (Midlarsky, 1998: 159). First, democracy seeks 

to please competing interest groups. As such, it may be reluctant to alleviate environmental 

degradation because some groups are expected to benefit (or lose) from environmental policies 

more than others. Second, “corporation and environmental groups can fight each other to a 

standstill, leaving a decision making vacuum instead of a direct impact of democracy on the 

environment.” Third, when budgets are tight democracies may ignore environmental problems, 

perceiving economic issues to be more pressing. 

 

 



A/2: Democracy AC  Jan/Feb 2019 
 
 

Champion Briefs  115 

Democracy undermines trade and interdependence. 

Garten, Jeffrey. “The Trouble With Freedom.”. May 10, 2004. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<http://www.newsweek.com/2004/05/09/the-trouble-with-freedom.html>. 

The growth of democracy could, for example, slow the expansion of international trade. 

Reason: a democratic government cannot decree the dropping of barriers but must listen to the 

views of farmers, workers, manufacturers, nongovernmental organizations and others. In many 

countries, the voice of public opinion will play a larger role than ever before. At best, this is 

likely to delay international trade talks as governments attempt to reach delicate compromises 

among competing interests at home. At worst, it could lead to rising protectionism as anti-trade 

groups scream the loudest. Democracies also tend to favor easy money, even when it’s not the 

technically correct prescription for sound economic policies; it’s a sure way for politicians to 

curry favor with the masses. The danger is that when several countries do this, the world 

economy develops a bias toward inflation--which ultimately is destructive to long-term growth. 

It is therefore vital to establish fiercely independent central banks with governors strong 

enough to withstand political pressure. Right now, for example, the finance ministers from 

Germany and France are in a highly visible fight with Jean-Claude Trichet, the president of the 

European Central Bank, over his insistence that now is not the right time to lower interest rates 

in the eurozone. This kind of confrontation is sure to be played out in many countries over the 

next few years. Speaking of easy money, democracies like to open the spending spigot, even 

when they shouldn’t. Case in point: Brazil’s president, Luiz Inacio Lula da Silva, is right now 

under intense public pressure to abandon his admirable fiscal conservatism in order to gun the 

economic engines. The temptation may be politically irresistible and even understandable, but 

international financial markets will not be pleased. Even the most advanced democracies, such 

as the United States, France and Germany, have demonstrated an inability to build the 

necessary long-term safety nets to prosper in a hypercompetitive global economy. Obviously, 

so too will less sophisticated democracies. Think about America’s inability to rein in its 

enormous fiscal deficits, despite the certainty of massive upcoming expenses relating to Social 

Security and health care for its aging population. Or about the inability of major European 

nations to establish economically viable pension and unemployment compensation systems. 



A/2: Democracy AC  Jan/Feb 2019 
 
 

Champion Briefs  116 

Authoritarianism helps to spur economic growth. 

Sartori, Giovanni. “The Global Divergence Of Democracies.”. 2001. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<Book>. 

Let us turn, then, to the question: Does democracy work best, economically speaking? Many 

would boldly answer with a resounding yes. As The Economist puts it, the evidence shows that 

“across scores of countries and centuries of history, democracy has promoted growth far more 

effectively and consistently than any other political system.”‘0 I wish that I could believe that. 

Alas, what this account completely misses is that growth came with technological 

advancement, and that technology is a by-product not of democracy but of the kind of logic and 

rationality forged by the ancient Greeks, which eventually gave rise to the “scientific spirit” and, 

in its wake, to the prodigious development of technology that uniquely occurred in the last two 

centuries in the Western world. It is true that Chinese civilization was marked by outstanding 

skills, and for a long time outpaced the West in technical inventions. Yet the science and 

technology that “modernize” today’s world never blossomed in other cultures—neither in 

China nor, to cite another major example, in India. Hence the observed correlation between 

Western liberal democracy and affluence turns out to be spurious. Correlations aside, what is 

the argument behind the thesis of democracy’s “economic superiority”? According to The 

Economist, “one of the main reasons why democracy promotes growth is that it offers the 

security of property rights that is necessary for capitalistic progress.”“ In the wake of the 

disastrous collapse of Soviet-type planned economies, however, even dictators well realize by 

now that “the invisible hand works better than the visible boot.”‘2 Thus dictators too will find 

that promoting market systems and respecting property rights are in their own best interests. 

As I look around, I see democracies “in growth” and democracies that are backsliding, just as I 

see dictatorships that are in economic mins and dictatorships that are enjoying economic 

success. Taiwan, Singapore, South Korea, and now Malaysia as well have engineered their 

“economic miracles” under authoritarian monitoring. And what of Hong Kong, which is not a 

democracy but a colony ruled by a British governor? In Latin America, the economies of Chile 

and Peru collapsed under democratic rule and owe their comebacks to authoritarian 
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governance (in Peru, President Alberto Fujimori did wonders for the economy, but at the cost 

of suspending and subsequently rewriting a dubiously democratic constitution). The overall 

pattern of the region is that military dictatorships and democratic governments have equally 

poor developmental records.13 In the former Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, 

democratization has preceded economic reform and made the latter more difficult. China 

under Deng Xiaoping, on the other hand, has followed the opposite approach—with economic 

liberalization handed down from above under strict dictatorial control—and the success has 

been remarkable. So the contention that democracy is not only a superior political system (I 

certainly concur in that) but also an “economic winner” is easily countered by the argument 

that, given equal market mechanisms, governments that are spared gridlock and popular 

pressures are in a better position to promote growth than governments encumbered by demo 

demands and demo-distributions. To be sure, as people grow richer, democracy is one of the 

things they are likely to demand. But in this argument it is growth that entails democracy, not 

democracy that generates growth.
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AFF: Human Rights AC 

The human rights aff is going to be a common thread throughout this whole topic. I 

imagine most affirmatives will have some thread of human rights in them from framework to 

contentions and advantages of them. This is argument is very sensible given the use of 

‘authoritarian regimes’ in the resolution. The logic behind this case is that authoritarian regimes 

commit human rights violations and that military aid either contributes to it or that it 

normalizes it.  

 Most of the sections of this brief will contain elements that are useful to this case, 

particularly the democracy aff as a common theme in democratization cases is decreasing 

human rights violations. One of the important things to keep in mind is that there is no a clear 

definition of human rights. This can be beneficial to the affirmative if you want to constrain you 

definition. The negative can also argue that the affirmative does not meet the definition of 

human rights. Additionally, the affirmative needs to prove that military aid is contributing to 

human rights abuses directly.  
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Support for autocrats has been a long standing bipartisan tradition. 

Vine, David. “How U.S. Military Bases Back Dictators, Autocrats, And Military Regimes.” 
Huffington Post. May 06, 2017. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/how-us-military-bases-back-dictators-
autocrats-and-military-regimes_us_591b229ae4b05dd15f0ba8e6>. 

But here’s the strange thing: the critics generally ignored the far more substantial and long-

standing bipartisan support U.S. presidents have offered these and dozens of other repressive 

regimes over the decades. After all, such autocratic countries share one striking thing in 

common. They are among at least 45 less-than-democratic nations and territories that today 

host scores of U.S. military bases, from ones the size of not-so-small American towns to tiny 

outposts. Together, these bases are homes to tens of thousands of U.S. troops. 
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US military aid is based on complacency towards human rights 

abuses. 

Vine, David. “How U.S. Military Bases Back Dictators, Autocrats, And Military Regimes.” 
Huffington Post. May 06, 2017. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/how-us-military-bases-back-dictators-
autocrats-and-military-regimes_us_591b229ae4b05dd15f0ba8e6>. 

To ensure basing access from Central America to Africa, Asia to the Middle East, U.S. officials 

have repeatedly collaborated with fiercely anti-democratic regimes and militaries implicated in 

torture, murder, the suppression of democratic rights, the systematic oppression of women and 

minorities, and numerous other human rights abuses. Forget the recent White House 

invitations and Trump’s public compliments. For nearly three-quarters of a century, the United 

States has invested tens of billions of dollars in maintaining bases and troops in such repressive 

states. From Harry Truman and Dwight D. Eisenhower to George W. Bush and Barack Obama, 

Republican and Democratic administrations alike have, since World War II, regularly shown a 

preference for maintaining bases in undemocratic and often despotic states, including Spain 

under Generalissimo Francisco Franco, South Korea under Park Chung-hee, Bahrain under King 

Hamad bin Isa al-Khalifa, and Djibouti under four-term President Ismail Omar Guelleh, to name 

just four. 
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Many of the US military aid recipients are full authoritarians-Aid 

supports anti democracy action. 

Vine, David. “How U.S. Military Bases Back Dictators, Autocrats, And Military Regimes.” 
Huffington Post. May 06, 2017. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/how-us-military-bases-back-dictators-
autocrats-and-military-regimes_us_591b229ae4b05dd15f0ba8e6>. 

Many of the 45 present-day undemocratic U.S. base hosts qualify as fully “authoritarian regimes,” according to the Economist 
Democracy Index. In such cases, American installations and the troops stationed on them are effectively helping block the spread 
of democracy in countries like Cameroon, Chad, Ethiopia, Jordan, Kuwait, Niger, Oman, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, and the United 
Arab Emirates. This pattern of daily support for dictatorship and repression around the world should be a national scandal in a 
country supposedly committed to democracy. It should trouble Americans ranging from religious conservatives and libertarians 
to leftists ― anyone, in fact, who believes in the democratic principles enshrined in the Constitution and the Declaration of 
Independence. After all, one of the long-articulated justifications for maintaining military bases abroad has been that the U.S. 
military’s presence protects and spreads democracy. 
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US actively silences human rights advocacy by supporting 

authoritarian regimes. 

Vine, David. “How U.S. Military Bases Back Dictators, Autocrats, And Military Regimes.” 
Huffington Post. May 06, 2017. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/how-us-military-bases-back-dictators-
autocrats-and-military-regimes_us_591b229ae4b05dd15f0ba8e6>. 

Far from bringing democracy to these lands, however, such bases tend to provide legitimacy for 

and prop up undemocratic regimes of all sorts, while often interfering with genuine efforts to 

encourage political and democratic reform. The silencing of the critics of human rights abuses 

in base hosts like Bahrain, which has violently cracked down on pro-democracy demonstrators 

since 2011, has left the United States complicit in these states’ crimes. During the Cold War, 

bases in undemocratic countries were often justified as the unfortunate but necessary 

consequence of confronting the “communist menace” of the Soviet Union. But here’s the 

curious thing: in the quarter century, since the Cold War ended with that empire’s implosion, 

few of those bases have closed. Today, while a White House visit from an autocrat may 

generate indignation, the presence of such installations in countries run by repressive or 

military rulers receives little notice at all. 
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The US indulges human rights abuses for its own military benefit. 

Vine, David. “How U.S. Military Bases Back Dictators, Autocrats, And Military Regimes.” 
Huffington Post. May 06, 2017. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/how-us-military-bases-back-dictators-
autocrats-and-military-regimes_us_591b229ae4b05dd15f0ba8e6>. 

And that’s typical of what base expert Chalmers Johnson once called the American “baseworld.” Research by political scientist 
Kent Calder confirms what’s come to be known as the “dictatorship hypothesis”: “The United States tends to support dictators 
[and other undemocratic regimes] in nations where it enjoys basing facilities.” Another large-scale study similarly shows that 
autocratic states have been “consistently attractive” as base sites. “Due to the unpredictability of elections,” it added bluntly, 
democratic states prove “less attractive in terms [of] sustainability and duration.” Even within what are technically U.S. borders, 
democratic rule has regularly proved “less attractive” than preserving colonialism into the twenty-first century. The presence of 
scores of bases in Puerto Rico and the Pacific island of Guam has been a major motivation for keeping these and other U.S. 
“territories” ― American Samoa, the Northern Mariana Islands, and the U.S. Virgin Islands ― in varying degrees of colonial 
subordination. Conveniently for military leaders, they have neither full independence nor the full democratic rights that would 
come with incorporation into the U.S. as states, including voting representation in Congress and the presidential vote. 
Installations in at least five of Europe’s remaining colonies have proven equally attractive, as has the base that U.S. troops have 
forcibly occupied in Guantánamo Bay, Cuba, since shortly after the Spanish-American War of 1898 
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US military aid turns the goals it hopes to achieve and furthers harms 

around the world. 

Vine, David. “How U.S. Military Bases Back Dictators, Autocrats, And Military Regimes.” 
Huffington Post. May 06, 2017. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/how-us-military-bases-back-dictators-
autocrats-and-military-regimes_us_591b229ae4b05dd15f0ba8e6>. 

While some defend the presence of bases in undemocratic countries as necessary to deter “bad 

actors” and support “U.S. interests” (primarily corporate ones), backing dictators and autocrats 

frequently leads to harm not just for the citizens of host nations but for U.S. citizens as well. 

The base build-up in the Middle East has proven the most prominent example of this. Since the 

Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and the Iranian Revolution, which both unfolded in 1979, the 

Pentagon has built up scores of bases across the Middle East at a cost of tens of billions of 

taxpayer dollars. According to former West Point professor Bradley Bowman, such bases and 

the troops that go with them have been a “major catalyst for anti-Americanism and 

radicalization.” Research has similarly revealed a correlation between the bases and al-Qaeda 

recruitment. Most catastrophically, outposts in Saudi Arabia, Iraq, and Afghanistan have helped 

generate and fuel the radical militancy that has spread throughout the Greater Middle East and 

led to terrorist attacks in Europe and the United States. The presence of such bases and troops 

in Muslim holy lands was, after all, a major recruiting tool for al-Qaeda and part of Osama bin 

Laden’s professed motivation for the 9/11 attacks. With the Trump administration seeking to 

entrench its renewed base presence in the Philippines and the president commending Duterte 

and similarly authoritarian leaders in Bahrain and Egypt, Turkey and Thailand, human rights 

violations are likely to escalate, fueling unknown brutality and baseworld blowback for years to 

come. 
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Aid is essentially paying to develop corrupt regimes. 

Easterly, William. “Stop Sending Aid To Dictators.” Time. March 13, 2014. Web. December 09, 
2018. <http://time.com/23075/william-easterly-stop-sending-aid-to-dictators/>. 

Too much of America’s foreign aid funds what I call authoritarian development. That’s when 

the international community–experts from the U.N. and other bodies–swoop into third-world 

countries and offer purely technical assistance to dictatorships like Uganda or Ethiopia on how 

to solve poverty. Unfortunately, dictators’ sole motivation is to stay in power. So the 

development experts may get some roads built, but they are not maintained. Experts may sink 

boreholes for clean water, but the wells break down. Individuals do not have the political rights 

to protest disastrous public services, so they never improve. Meanwhile, dictators are left with 

cash and services to prop themselves up–while punishing their enemies. But there is another 

model: free development, in which poor individuals, asserting their political and economic 

rights, motivate government and private actors to solve their problems or to give them the 

means to solve their own problems. Compare free development in Botswana with authoritarian 

development in Ethiopia. In Ethiopia in 2010, Human Rights Watch documented how the 

autocrat Meles Zenawi selectively withheld aid-financed famine relief from everyone except 

ruling-party members. Meanwhile democratic Botswana, although drought-prone like Ethiopia, 

has enjoyed decades of success in preventing famine. Government relief directed by local 

activists goes wherever drought strikes. In the postwar period, countries such as Chile, Japan, 

South Korea and Taiwan have successfully followed the path of free development–often in spite 

of international aid, not because of it. While foreign policy concerns have often led America to 

prop up dictatorial regimes, we need a new rule: no democracy, no aid. If we truly want to help 

the poor, we can’t accept the dictators’ false bargain: ignore our rights abuses, and meet the 

material needs of those we oppress. Instead, we must advocate that the poor have the same 

rights as the rich everywhere, so they can aid themselves. 
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Aid is essentially paying to develop corrupt regimes. 

Easterly, William. “Stop Sending Aid To Dictators.” Time. March 13, 2014. Web. December 09, 
2018. <http://time.com/23075/william-easterly-stop-sending-aid-to-dictators/>. 

Too much of America’s foreign aid funds what I call authoritarian development. That’s when 

the international community–experts from the U.N. and other bodies–swoop into third-world 

countries and offer purely technical assistance to dictatorships like Uganda or Ethiopia on how 

to solve poverty. Unfortunately, dictators’ sole motivation is to stay in power. So the 

development experts may get some roads built, but they are not maintained. Experts may sink 

boreholes for clean water, but the wells break down. Individuals do not have the political rights 

to protest disastrous public services, so they never improve. Meanwhile, dictators are left with 

cash and services to prop themselves up–while punishing their enemies. But there is another 

model: free development, in which poor individuals, asserting their political and economic 

rights, motivate government and private actors to solve their problems or to give them the 

means to solve their own problems. Compare free development in Botswana with authoritarian 

development in Ethiopia. In Ethiopia in 2010, Human Rights Watch documented how the 

autocrat Meles Zenawi selectively withheld aid-financed famine relief from everyone except 

ruling-party members. Meanwhile democratic Botswana, although drought-prone like Ethiopia, 

has enjoyed decades of success in preventing famine. Government relief directed by local 

activists goes wherever drought strikes. In the postwar period, countries such as Chile, Japan, 

South Korea and Taiwan have successfully followed the path of free development–often in spite 

of international aid, not because of it. While foreign policy concerns have often led America to 

prop up dictatorial regimes, we need a new rule: no democracy, no aid. If we truly want to help 

the poor, we can’t accept the dictators’ false bargain: ignore our rights abuses, and meet the 

material needs of those we oppress. Instead, we must advocate that the poor have the same 

rights as the rich everywhere, so they can aid themselves. 
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The us military aid isn’t a matter of reform it is a matter of not doing 

it. 

Hartung, William. “Military Aid Should Do No Harm.” US News. March 08, 2016. Web. 
December 09, 2018. <https://www.usnews.com/opinion/blogs/world-
report/articles/2016-03-08/us-military-aid-does-too-much-harm>. 

While a full accounting has not been done, it’s clear that in recent years the failures of large-

scale U.S. military assistance programs have outpaced the successes. The collapse of the Syria 

“train and equip” program and the loss of thousands of U.S.-supplied military items to the 

Islamic State group by Iraqi security forces are just two of the most prominent examples. The 

loss of $500 million in U.S. military equipment in Yemen, much of which may have ended up 

with the Houthi rebels or al-Qaida in the Arabian Peninsula, is another case in point. 

Meanwhile, U.S.-supplied weapons have been used by Saudi Arabia to help put down the 

democracy movement in Bahrain and to launch a catastrophic military campaign in Yemen that 

has killed thousands of civilians. What accounts for this dismal record? The main problem has 

to do with the unrealistic expectations that have been placed on these programs. No amount of 

training could have prevented the corruption and sectarianism that have hobbled the Iraqi 

security forces. And U.S. arms have done more to exacerbate the civil war in Yemen than they 

have to resolve it. In fact, several academic studies have indicated that U.S. aid to oppressive 

governments is far more likely to promote terrorism than it is to reduce it. 
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Military aid is provided without regards for human rights history. 

Coyne, Christopher. “With Friends Like These, Who Needs Enemies? Aiding The World’s Worst 
Dictators.” Mercatus Center. October, 2008. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.mercatus.org/system/files/WPPDF_With_Friends_Like_These_Aiding_the
_Worlds_Worst_Dictators.pdf>. 

The tyrants we consider are the worst of the worst. They are corrupt and engage in gross 

violations of basic civil, property, and political rights. They rule through violence and are subject 

to few, if any, constraints on their behavior. As such, they impose significant costs on the 

citizens of the countries they rule while providing few, if any, benefits. Further, the brutal and 

oppressive nature of these regimes is well known by leaders around the world. Despite this, we 

find that these dictators continue to receive development assistance and military aid from the 

governments of developed countries around the world. While political leaders in developed 

countries offer strong rhetoric against the actions of these dictators, in practice they often 

embrace these leaders through financial and military support. This aid not only rewards the 

behavior of these dictators, but freezes the status quo and prevents change. If the governments 

of developed countries are truly committed to spreading liberal values and institutions (i.e., 

economic, social, and political institutions), an important step is to stop providing aid to the 

worst dictators in the world.1 
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Research shows US military aid money used to increase dictatorial 

power. 

Coyne, Christopher. “With Friends Like These, Who Needs Enemies? Aiding The World’s Worst 
Dictators.” Mercatus Center. October, 2008. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.mercatus.org/system/files/WPPDF_With_Friends_Like_These_Aiding_the
_Worlds_Worst_Dictators.pdf>. 

As table 3 indicates, in total, the U.S. has provided nearly $36 billion in net disbursements and 

almost $53 billion in total commitments to the world’s worst dictators. Further, the U.S. 

government has provided over $46 billion in military aid. Of this total, a large majority of this 

military aid is given to Egypt and Pakistan for strategic purposes. One consequence of this 

military aid is that it has allowed two of the world’s worst dictators to consolidate their position 

and remain in power. Other dictators on our list have received much less military aid, but given 

their reliance on brutality and oppression to remain in power, any positive amount of military 

aid imposes some cost on the citizens of the country and broader region. Unfortunately, 

military aid from all DAC countries to the world’s worst dictators is not available. But the U.S. 

provision of such aid provide some lower bound, and if anything one would expect total military 

aid from DAC members to be greater than this amount. 
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75% of dictators receive military assistance from the US. 

Webb, Whitney. “US Provides Military Aid To More Than 70 Percent Of World’s Dictatorships.” 
Mint Press News. September 27, 2017. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.mintpressnews.com/us-provides-military-aid-70-percent-worlds-
dictatorships/232478/>. 

About three-quarters of the world’s dictatorships currently receive military assistance from the 

United States. This is a strange record for a nation that consistently justifies its sweeping 

foreign interventions as aimed at “promoting democracy” and “thwarting evil dictatorships.” In 

the Cold War it was “He may be a son of a bitch, but he’s our son of a bitch.” Current analysis 

shows the U.S. militarily assisting dictators the world over, calling it “promoting democracy,” 

and disingenuously wondering why it’s all going so badly. For much of its history, the United 

States government has explained or defended its intervention in the affairs of other nations by 

framing such behavior as necessary to “promote democracy” abroad and to thwart the advance 

of “evil dictators.” While the use of those phrases has hardly dwindled over the years, 

establishment figures have been forced to admit in recent years that the U.S.’ democracy 

promotion efforts haven’t gone quite as planned. 
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Impartial analysis of US military aid to foreign governments aids 

dictators. 

Webb, Whitney. “US Provides Military Aid To More Than 70 Percent Of World’s Dictatorships.” 
Mint Press News. September 27, 2017. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.mintpressnews.com/us-provides-military-aid-70-percent-worlds-
dictatorships/232478/>. 

Rich Whitney, an attorney and writer, sought to compare Freedom House’s rating system of 

political rights for 2015 to the U.S. government’s provision of military assistance – military 

training, military aid and weapons sales – to foreign nations that same year. Whitney’s stated 

goal was to determine whether the U.S. government actually opposes dictatorships and 

champions democracy at a global level, as is often claimed. His independent analysis found that 

the U.S. has actually manifested the opposite of its stated intention, by providing military 

assistance to 36 of the world’s 49 dictatorships. In other words, more than 73% of the world’s 

dictatorships currently receive military assistance from the United States. For his analysis, 

Whitney used a commonly accepted definition of dictatorship: “a system of government in 

which one person or a small group possesses absolute state power, thereby directing all 

national policies and major acts — leaving the people powerless to alter those decisions or 

replace those in power by any method short of revolution or coup.” He chose Freedom House’s 

Freedom in the World annual reports, citing it as the best source for a comprehensive list of 

dictatorships and “free” societies. Whitney, however, noted that the ostensibly independent 

organization has a “decidedly pro-US-ruling-class bias.” Freedom House’s bias makes the results 

of Whitney’s analysis even more damning. The organization is funded by a combination of 

Western government and nongovernmental-organization sources, including the George Soros-

funded Open Society Foundations. Thus, its categorization of nations as dictatorships or as free 

societies is largely analogous to how the U.S. State Department classifies such nations — 

meaning that U.S. monetary support of such dictatorships is a knowing and willful repudiation 

of democracy promotion abroad. 
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US military aid associated with increased civilian casualties. 

Omelicheva, Mariya. “Military Aid And Human Rights: Assessing The Impact Of U.S. Security 
Assistance Programs.” Political Science Quarterly. April, 2017. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/polq.12575>. 

As can be seen from the results, the total amount of dollars spent on all U.S. Foreign Military 

and Department of Defense Engagement Activities is negatively associated with the number of 

civilian atrocities, whereas the total number of trainees participating in all U.S. programs shows 

a positive correlation with the number of civilian casualties. Both results are statistically 

significant (p <.05). A positive correlation between the number of trainees and civilian deaths 

attributed to the militaries of states that received U.S. military assistance reflects the fact that 

some of the largest security assistance programs, which are also positively correlated with 

civilian casualties, were included in the total. FMS, for example, one of the largest programs in 

terms of both total dollars spent and total number of trainees, is positively associated with 

civilian casualties. In other words, states that buy higher amounts of U.S. defense equipment as 

well as services and training associated with those sales are more likely to experience higher 

numbers of civilian deaths by the state military and police. This is hardly surprising; the majority 

of U.S. arms sales in recent years went to the Arab states of the Gulf Cooperation Council and 

Iraq. Saudi Arabia, for example, is one of the largest customers of the U.S. defense industry, 

with$29 billion of arms sales in 2012 alone. The total amount of U.S. military aid, too, has a 

positive and statistically significant impact on civilian deaths, suggesting that greater amounts 

of overall U.S. military assistance are associated with more civilian atrocities committed by 

state security forces. Holding all other variables constant, the expected number of deaths 

increases by a factor of 1.06 (calculated as the exponential of the co efficient 0.06) for each unit 

increase in U.S.military assistance (measured in logged U.S. dollars per capita). The total dollars 

spent on FMF and students participating in the FMF program also show a positive and 

statistically significant impact on the civilian deaths.These findings are consistent across the 

models, where these measures are lagged by one and two years, respectively. 
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All kinds of aid are increasingly being funneled under military 

premises. 

, UNESCO. “Education Can Suffer When Line Between Security And Development Is Blurred, 
UNESCO Report Warns.” UNESCO Press Release. February 29, 2000. Web. December 09, 
2018. <http://www.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/MULTIMEDIA/HQ/ED/pdf/gmr2011-
press-release-militarization.pdf>. 

Donor governments often view poverty in conflict-affected countries as a security threat linked 

to terrorism, weapons proliferation and international crime. Several countries have established 

development as an integral part of their response to these threats – but linking security and 

development can do education more harm than good, the report finds. Many countries, most 

prominently the United States but also Australia, Canada, the Netherlands and the United 

Kingdom, have adopted the ‘3D’ approach, in which development is merged with diplomacy 

and defence. ‘Few donors are as explicit as the United States in presenting aid as part of a 

“hearts and minds” counterinsurgency,’ the report says. A rising share of US aid is now being 

channeled through the defence and diplomacy wings of the country’s ‘3D’ agencies. From 1998 

to 2006, the US Department of Defense’s share of total US aid increased from 3.5% to almost 

22%, while that of the US Agency for International Development fell. 
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When aid money goes through the military social change takes a back 

seat to violence. 

, UNESCO. “Education Can Suffer When Line Between Security And Development Is Blurred, 
UNESCO Report Warns.” UNESCO Press Release. February 29, 2000. Web. December 09, 
2018. <http://www.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/MULTIMEDIA/HQ/ED/pdf/gmr2011-
press-release-militarization.pdf>. 

Poverty reduction takes a back seat. National security considerations will almost always 

override other priorities, and efforts to reduce poverty in conflict-affected countries, including 

through education, will inevitably suffer. In addition, the use of aid to pursue what is perceived 

to be donor nations’ strategic objectives can fuel violence. Aid is skewed towards ‘frontline’ 

states. The three countries widely viewed as the front line in the ‘war on terror,’ Afghanistan, 

Iraq and Pakistan, have received increasingly large amounts of aid. In 2008, they received over 

20% of all US aid, more than double the share in 2002. Aid for basic education has increased 

more than fivefold in Afghanistan over the past five years, but it has stagnated or risen more 

slowly in other conflict-affected countries, including Chad and the Central African Republic, and 

declined in Côte d’Ivoire. 
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Military aid makes money a weapon and threatens normal aid 

workers. 

, UNESCO. “Education Can Suffer When Line Between Security And Development Is Blurred, 
UNESCO Report Warns.” UNESCO Press Release. February 29, 2000. Web. December 09, 
2018. <http://www.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/MULTIMEDIA/HQ/ED/pdf/gmr2011-
press-release-militarization.pdf>. 

Money as a weapon. Cash is one way that donors try to win the “hearts and minds” of 
local people and defeat insurgents. The education sector is a natural focal point for such activity 
because schools offer highly visible benefits. But schools are also symbols of government 
authority and easy targets, making teachers, children and development workers more 
vulnerable to attack. Meanwhile, any aid from countries engaged in the conflict is unlikely to be 
seen as politically neutral by insurgents. Targeting of aid workers. Attacks on civilian aid 
workers are on the rise and, since 2006, aid personnel have been at greater risk of violence 
than uniformed peacekeeping troops. More than 200 were killed, kidnapped or seriously 
wounded each year from 2006 to 2009. “The blurring of distinctions between civilian and 
military operators adds to the risks,” the report says.
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Ceasing military aid does not have the restorative effects that 

critiques hope. 

Kredo, Alexis. “Security Assistance Monitor.” Defense Experts Highlight Effectiveness of Human 
Rights Conditioning S. December 10, 2015. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.securityassistance.org/blog/defense-experts-highlight-effectiveness-
human-rights-conditioning>. 

Challenging a longtime U.S. military critique of security assistance, some defense experts are 

saying suspending U.S. military aid to foreign security forces because of their poor human rights 

record has often caused an improvement in the force’s behavior. This point, which was raised 

at a House Armed Services Committee hearing in October, appears to contradict military views 

that suspending aid for such reasons is counterproductive. For years, U.S. defense experts have 

seen cutting off U.S. military aid to certain repressive foreign security forces as ineffective 

because it harms U.S. national security imperatives and eliminates opportunities to provide 

them with human rights training to improve their record. At a meeting in Nigeria this year, 

former U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates indicated that U.S. requirements to suspend 

military aid to abusive forces in Nigeria have frustrated efforts to address terrorism. 

Commenting on restricting military aid to Nigeria, U.S. Vice Admiral Charles Leidig said “the 

conundrum it presents us is that the nations whose militaries have had human rights violations 

perhaps are the ones that need U.S. engagement the most.” Other U.S. officials have pointed to 

instances in which human rights training helped. After providing military training to 

professionalize Croatian security forces with a poor human rights record in the mid-1990s, for 

instance, U.S. military personnel claimed the training helped improve their actions after a new 

government took power. According to a RAND Corporation study, however, suspending military 

aid for human rights or other reasons does “not have the devastating consequences” that 

opponents might expect. The study highlights that, in some cases, U.S. punitive funding cuts of 

military aid have improved foreign partner behavior. Out of ten cases of punitive funding cuts 

the study examined over the past 20 years, it determined that three “resulted in significant 

improvement.” 
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Empirics show ceasing military aid does not support human rights. 

Kredo, Alexis. “Security Assistance Monitor.” Defense Experts Highlight Effectiveness of Human 
Rights Conditioning S. December 10, 2015. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.securityassistance.org/blog/defense-experts-highlight-effectiveness-
human-rights-conditioning>. 

The suspension of military aid to Egypt is likely an example of when funding cuts didn’t result in 

improved human rights behavior, perhaps because of the way in which the United States went 

about it. After the July 2013 military coup, President Obama didn’t formally suspend a portion 

of U.S. military aid until several months later. This delay was explained by many as an attempt 

to maintain good relations with the new government while also slowly prodding it towards 

democratization. It was also relatively clear that the suspension would only be temporary, 

undercutting the real threat of cutting the funding. 
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US cutting military aid only reduces our own capabilities, no other 

effects. 

Kredo, Alexis. “Security Assistance Monitor.” Defense Experts Highlight Effectiveness of Human 
Rights Conditioning S. December 10, 2015. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.securityassistance.org/blog/defense-experts-highlight-effectiveness-
human-rights-conditioning>. 

The RAND study also found that when the United States cuts military aid to foreign security 

force, their military capabilities are negatively affected. However, it indicated that the blow to a 

state’s security capacity is perhaps less damaging than previously thought, for two possible 

reasons. Firstly, in some cases, it takes time for a government to lose military capability, as 

donated equipment and weapons can remain fully functional for decades. Secondly, the United 

States does not always cuts all types of aid to a foreign force. For instance, some military aid to 

Nigeria was cut in 2014 on account of Nigeria’s abysmal human rights record and rampant 

corruption. Yet, the Obama Administration still allocated $4.4 million in security assistance to 

Nigerian forces in FY 2015. This was even before Nigerians elected a new President, 

Muhammadu Buhari, who pledged investigations into military abuses and a reform of the 

Nigeria security sector. 
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AFF: Kant AC 

The Kantian affirmative case could be written in two ways: 

1. Duty—Kant believes that people should do the right thing for the right reason, the only 

‘correct’ reason being a notion of duty. He did not believe, according to the Stanford 

Encyclopedia of Philosophy, that a “good will” could be driven by “motives of self-interest, self-

preservation, sympathy [or] happiness.”37 The aff could say that US military aid to authoritarian 

regimes is a cynical, selfish move by the US government to advance its security interests (“we 

don’t support the regime’s repression, but…”). The wrongful motives of military aid are a 

decisive reason to end it, aside from its purportedly beneficial consequences. 

2. “Perpetual Peace”—Kant had a theory of international relations. He wrote an essay in 1795 

called “Perpetual Peace: A Philosophical Sketch” which argues that democracies are less likely 

to start wars because, unlike dictatorships, they have checks on power.38 This was a forerunner 

of modern ‘democratic peace theory’ (DPT). DPT has a lot of methodological problems (and 

Kant certainly had no statistics), but the idea would be that (1) the US should award military aid 

to countries that respect human rights (democracies), and (2) that a consequence of this 

foreign policy would be a strong decrease in the risks of war (because countries would feel 

pressured by the US to become more democratic). The second part seems consequentialist, but 

that makes this aff strategic because you can say that ending military aid is a win-win for both 

your framework and the neg’s utilitarian/political realist framework. 

The best negative strategies against these affs are (1) Utilitarianism—the principle 

should be achieving the greatest good for the greatest number. Stopping large conflicts should 

take precedence over ensuring countries respect human rights perfectly, and (2) Realism—all 

states are self-interested, and idealistic foreign policies are detrimental to national survival. 

Military aid to autocracies is mutually beneficial and more realistic than regime change 

(through external pressure). 

  

																																																								
37 Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, “Kant’s Moral Philosophy,” July 7, 2016, 
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/kant-moral/ 
38 Immanuel Kant, “Perpetual Peace: A Philosophical Sketch,” 1795, 
https://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/kant/kant1.htm 
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Military aid is only an imperfect duty--it’s not obligatory. 

Williams, Howard. “Kant And The End Of War: A Critique Of Just War Theory.” Springer. January 
06, 2012. Web. December 08, 2018. <Book>. 

Alongside our legal obligations there are of course personal, moral obligations that are 

experienced and should be accepted by all individuals to show concern towards our fellow 

human beings wherever they might be. From a Kantian perspective we have a duty towards 

mankind in general to seek its happiness (6: 393/524). Ignoring the sufferings of others in 

neighboring or distant lands would be contrary to this duty. But as seeking the happiness of 

others is an imperfect duty we can seek to discharge it in ways we individually (or collectively as 

a people) determine. At an individual level we can make representations to our government 

that it should seek to offer aid to victims. We can also try to persuade our fellow citizens and 

government that in certain extreme circumstances military aid might be necessary. But our 

government and fellow citizens are not under a direct legal obligation to provide this aid. Other 

citizens and members of the government have to deliberate for themselves and be convinced 

by our arguments before voluntarily accepting an obligation to act. 
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The US is complicit in other countries’ denial of human rights when it 

provides their regimes military aid. 

Lefkowitz, David. “Book Review, Liberal Loyalty: Freedom, Obligation, And The State, By Anna 
Stilz.” University of Chicago. 2010. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/pdfplus/10.1086/654843>. 

In chapter 4, Stilz expands on Kant’s and Rousseau’s views, arguing that the right to equal 

freedom-as-independence has a core content that can be used to identify a minimum threshold 

of rights a state must grant if it is to have a claim to its subjects’ obedience. For example, self-

government must include rights to minimal bodily integrity and freedom of movement, from 

which it follows that any state that practices torture or imprisonment without due process 

cannot possibly be a state that guarantees its subjects freedom-as-independence. Some of the 

other rights that comprise the core content of freedom-as-independence include a right to 

some amount of private property, a right to freedom of conscience, and a right to those goods 

necessary to meet basic needs. To these substantive criteria for legitimacy Stilz adds rights that 

specify minimal procedural entitlements, including a right to vote and a right to run for political 

office. Stilz claims that denial of one or more of these procedural rights to someone living 

within the jurisdiction of a state free him from any special obligations to it, though not those 

who do enjoy these procedural rights. States that deny some of their subjects one or more of 

the rights that constitute the substantive criteria for legitimacy, however, lack the authority to 

impose moral obligations on anyone. One variation on these examples that goes unaddressed 

concerns a state that has some responsibility for the denial of these substantive rights to 

people living in another state. For example, even if the United States is minimally rights-

respecting vis-a`-vis its own citizens, does its transfer of billions of dollars in military aid to 

states that deny some or all of their subjects one or more of these rights render it complicit in 

that denial and so deprive it of a claim to legitimate authority even over its own citizens? 
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Economic aid is best for spreading the freedoms Kant envisioned in 

“Perpetual Peace.” 

Schickel, Gabriel. “Effective Utilization Of Foreign Aid In Counterinsurgency Operations.” CUNY. 
2014. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://academicworks.cuny.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?referer=https://www.google.co
m/&httpsredir=1&article=1315&context=cc_etds_theses>. 

In large part this is driven by liberal ideals adopted by much of the west. These ideals are rooted 

in what Emanuel Kant called the “Perpetual Peace” and is today called the Democratic or 

Liberal Peace Theory. This is based on the idea that democratic states do not fight each other 

because of shared rights that include freedom from arbitrary authority, referred to as a 

“negative freedom,” “positive freedoms,” which are “those rights necessary to protect and 

promote the capacity and opportunity for freedom” and democratic participation, which 

guarantees the previous rights are not infringed upon.24 After the Cold War ended scholars like 

Francis Fukuyama hypothesized that a wave of liberalism would bring about peace based on 

these shared principles of democratic ideals, individual rights, rule of law and free trade.25 This 

has been challenged in the wake of the struggles in Iraq and Afghanistan and scholarly work 

that argues factors like population, regional affiliations and size of economies, play major roles 

in the likelihood of states going to war.26 The aftermath of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, 

and the Arab spring will serve as a further test of this theory as more democracies emerge in 

the Arab region. Central to the US and its allies spreading these liberal values will be the use of 

smart power, incorporating development aid and diplomacy as central to official US military 

policy and Counterinsurgency (COIN) strategy. Economic aid has even been referred to as a 

“weapons system” by the US military, in a handbook that gives soldiers and commanders 

proper guidelines on how to properly spend money and which types of projects.27 Joseph Nye 

argued that traditionally, the strength of a great power was made manifest in its ability to wage 

successful wars.28 This ability was attributed to a large power’s control of land, natural 

resources, military technology and human resources, among other things. This held true for 

much of history. 
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States have an obligation not to cooperate with countries that abuse 

human rights--this requires ending military aid. 

Rawls, John. “The Law Of Peoples.” The Politics of Human Rights. 1999. Web. December 08, 
2018. <https://www.jstor.org/stable/1343947?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents>. 

The law-abiding societies--both liberal and hierarchical--can at best establish a modus vivendi 

with the outlaw expansionist regimes and defend the integrity of their societies as the law of 

peoples allows. In this situation the law-abiding societies exist in a state of nature with the 

outlaw regimes, and they have a duty to their own and to one another’s well-being, as well as a 

duty to the well-being of peoples subjected to outlaw regimes, though not to their rulers and 

elites. These several duties are not all equally strong, but there is always a duty to consider the 

more extensive long-run aims and to affirm them as overall guides of foreign policy. Thus, the 

only legitimate grounds of the right to war against outlaw regimes is defence of the society of 

well-ordered peoples and, in grave cases, of innocent persons subject to outlaw regimes and 

the protection of their human rights. This accords with Kant’s idea that our first political duty is 

to leave the state of nature and submit ourselves along with others to the rule of a reasonable 

and just law. The defence of well-ordered peoples is only the first and most urgent task. 

Another long-run aim, as specified by the law of peoples, is to bring all societies eventually to 

honour that law and to be full and self-standing members of the society of well-ordered 

peoples, and so secure human rights everywhere. How to do this is a question of foreign policy; 

these things call for political wisdom, and success depends in part on luck. They are not matters 

to which political philosophy has much to add. I venture several familiar points. For well-

ordered peoples to achieve this long-run aim they should establish among themselves new 

institutions and practices to serve as a kind of federative centre and public forum of their 

common opinion and policy toward the other regimes. This can either be done separately or 

within institutions such as the United Nations by forming an alliance of well-ordered peoples on 

certain issues. This federative centre may be used both to formulate and to express the opinion 
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of the well-ordered societies. There they may expose to public view the unjust and cruel 

institutions of oppressive and expansionist regimes and their violations of human rights. Even 

these regimes are not altogether indifferent to this kind of criticism, especially when the basis 

of it is a reasonable and well-founded law of peoples that cannot be easily dismissed as simply 

liberal or Western. Gradually over time the well-ordered peoples may pressure the outlaw 

regimes to change their ways; but by itself this pressure is unlikely to be effective. It must be 

backed up by the firm denial of all military aid, or economic and other assistance; nor should 

outlaw regimes be admitted by well-ordered peoples as members in good standing into their 

mutually beneficial cooperative practices. 
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The US should spend less on the military so that it will have more 

resources to protect political rights. 

Fordham, Benjamin O. “Kantian Liberalism, Regime Type, And Military Resource Allocation: Do 
Democracies Spend Less?.” International Studies Quarterly. 2005. Web. December 08, 
2018. <https://www.gvsu.edu/cms4/asset/54A33349-DDB5-9122-
52D039391EF8BB6C/dem_mil_spending_isq_05.pdf>. 

One such omission is Kant’s claim that liberal states will allocate fewer resources to their 

militaries than will authoritarian states. The lack of research on this question is somewhat 

surprising given the emphasis Kant and other liberals place on anti-militarism. In several lucid 

lapses that are rare in his political philosophy, Kant (1784, 1786, 1795) consistently highlights 

the advantages of small militaries. In his Third Preliminary Article in ‘‘Perpetual Peace,’’ Kant 

(1795:94) advises that ‘‘Standing armies (miles perpetuus) will gradually be abolished.’’ This 

abolition of large militaries will occur gradually and will be part of the expansion of a liberal, 

republican-centered international society. Reduced military spending, according to Kant, will 

promote both peace and prosperity. First, by spending less on their militaries, republican states 

will advance peace by avoiding conflict spirals. Second, Kant argues that leaders can better 

safeguard political rights and provide more resources for education and other social goods by 

devoting less to military spending. For Kant and subsequent liberals, these considerations will 

lead democratic states to devote less to their militaries than authoritarian states. Just as 

Woodrow Wilson envisioned a world where self-determined states and a strong League of 

Nations would enable states to reduce military spending ‘‘to the lowest point consistent with 

domestic safety’’ (the fourth of his Fourteen Points), Kant predicted that a federation of 

republican states would diminish the need for large militaries. Liberals have long claimed that 

as democratic states proliferate, the share of resources allocated to the military would decline.
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Kant’s philosophy of human rights justifies colonialism and imperialist 

humanitarian interventions. 

Rahmanovic, Faruk. “Humanitarian Military Intervention: A Failed Paradigm.” University of 
South Florida. April 05, 2017. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://scholarcommons.usf.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?referer=https://www.google.co
m/&httpsredir=1&article=7945&context=etd>. 

While Kant’s position may be seen as a more forceful defense of human rights than that offered 

by Locke, the moral absolutism of Kant’s position means that his idea of human rights is one 

that is applied on all people – whether they agree or not, whether they wish to be “saved” or 

not. So long as they are human, the rights of people everywhere must be protected by those 

who understand those rights the best – a notion that carries a whole host of problematic 

connotations. The distinction with Locke now becomes a matter of letting the people decide 

upon their own values, as opposed to imposing one’s own values upon them. By pushing 

through with universal rights to be forced upon all, and rejecting the legitimacy of rebellion as 

proof of human rights violations, Kant – at least theoretically – allows for intervention in states 

whose citizens are entirely content with the governance and its enforcement of laws defining 

and protecting their human rights. Alternately, Kant prohibits rebellion by a colonized people 

against colonial aggression particularly in the case where the colonial position follows Kant’s 

ideas of Human Rights – even to the existential detriment of the colonized people. In this sense, 

Locke offers a much more culturally tolerant position, while Kant still carries the remnants of 

moral absolutism that justified war on the basis of “saving the souls” of the heathens.60 
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Military aid in the national interest is not inherently immoral--Kant is 

wrong. 

Biggar, Nigel. “After Iraq: When To Go To War?.” Lecture delivered at Policy Exchange. January 
31, 2017. Web. December 08, 2018. <https://policyexchange.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2017/02/After-Iraq-When-To-Go-To-War-Lecture-by-Professor-Nigel-
Biggar-31-Jan-2017-1.pdf>. 

Sometimes the complaint about recent British military interventions is not that they have been 

‘imperialist’ or that success has entirely eluded them, but rather that they have been too 

loosely tied to the national interest. How far we should agree with that depends on what’s 

meant by ‘the national interest’. Unlike Ian Brownlie, I don’t share the popular Kantian view 

that self-interest is necessarily an immoral motive and that, in order to be ethical, governments 

must act out of pure altruism.49 According to that view, whenever national interests motivate 

military intervention, they vitiate it. There is, however, an alternative and, I think, superior 

ethical tradition, which finds classic expression in Thomas Aquinas’s combination of the Book of 

Genesis with Aristotle. Thomist thought does not view all self-interest as selfish and immoral. 

Indeed, it holds that there is such a thing as morally obligatory self-love. The human individual 

has a duty to care for himself properly, to seek what is genuinely his own good. As with an 

individual, so with a national community and the organ of its cohesion and decision, namely, its 

government: a national government has a moral duty to look after the well-being of its own 

people—and in that sense to advance its genuine interests. As the French political philosopher 

Yves Simon wrote during the Abyssinia crisis of 1935, “What should we think, truly, about a 

government that would leave out of its preoccupations the interests of the nation that it 

governs?”.50 This duty is not unlimited, of course. There cannot be a moral obligation to pursue 

the interests of one’s own nation by riding roughshod over the rights of others. Still, not every 

pursuit of national interest does involve injustice; so the fact that national interests are among 

the motives for military intervention does not by itself vitiate the latter’s moral justification. 

This is politically important, because some kind of national interest has to be involved if military 

intervention is to attract popular support; and because without such support intervention is 

hard, eventually impossible, to sustain. 
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Capitalism problematizes the possibility for freedom or a “democratic 

peace”--rights violations by capital turn their Kant framework. 

MacMillan, John. “‘Hollow Promises?’ Critical Materialism And The Contradictions Of The 
Democratic Peace.” International Theory. November, 2012. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.427.223&rep=rep1&type=
pdf>. 

If the capitalist world economy does produce the effects outlined above and thereby restrict 

the expansion of a Democratic Peace one does not have, in liberalism’s own terms, a liberal or 

Democratic Peace. It fails the Kantian test of ‘universalizability’ and denies citizens and political 

communities their rightful political autonomy. For proponents of the capitalist peace, this may 

not be a significant issue and for realists, given in particular the experience of war in the 20th 

century, an unjust peace, especially if it is ‘our’ peace, might be regarded as preferable to war. 

But for liberals, the capacity of the Democratic Peace to be a universal peace is a major issue. A 

credible philosophical account of the relationship between democracy and peace is vital for the 

legitimacy and integrity of the project, as well as its future political stability and capacity to 

enhance the conditions for the flourishing of human freedom. In this regard, rising levels of 

inequality and the marginalization of significant sectors of society do not appear promising for 

the future of democracy or for a Democratic Peace. Indeed, they challenge liberals and 

democrats to theorize afresh the relationship between political freedom, justice and 

universalism in a global system marked by the arguably unprecedented power and reach of 

transnational capital. 
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US relationships with autocracies should balance idealism with 

realism. 

Bowman, Bradley. “Realism And Idealism: US Policy Toward Saudi Arabia, From The Cold War 
To Today.” U.S. Army War College. 2005. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://apps.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a490797.pdf>. 

Conclusion US policy in Saudi Arabia and the wider Middle East should be based on a 

healthy respect for the wisdom of both idealism and realism and a nuanced understanding of 

their relationship. America does not have to choose between its conscience and its economic 

and political needs; a prudent US foreign policy of practical idealism can satisfy both. US 

decisionmakers should reject an emotional or dogmatic allegiance to either realism or idealism. 

If the United States continues to preach freedom and democracy while supporting Middle East 

dictators, then oppressed and frustrated citizens in the region will grow increasingly radicalized 

and hostile to the United States. However, as the United States begins to hold its Middle 

Eastern allies to higher standards of political and economic freedom, US leaders should not 

underestimate the importance of traditional realist interests in the region.
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AFF: Military-Industrial Complex AC 

The Military Industrial Complex (MIC) aff is centered around the economic incentives 

that push US foreign policy towards war. Historically, the purpose of military aid was for the US 

to transfer weapons to their allies. Weapons manufacturers profit heavily from these deals and 

influence politicians to support policies that prolong warfare. The MIC props up and supports 

militarism, which can be argued as the root cause for different forms of violence. Affirming the 

resolution would restrict the amount of power that the MIC has and therefore, decrease 

militarism. 
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The transfer of arms through military aid fuels the Military Industrial 

Complex. 

, Encyclopedia Of American Foreign Policy. “The Military Industrial Complex.” Encyclopedia of 
American Foreign Policy. Web. December 11, 2018. 
<https://www.americanforeignrelations.com/E-N/The-Military-Industrial-Complex-A-
military-industrial-complex-international.html>. 

Surely the greatest direct impact of the military-industrial complex on American foreign policy, 

and the greatest direct impact of American foreign policy on the military-industrial complex, 

has been in the transfer of arms among nations, programs of military assistance, cooperative 

production programs, arms sales abroad, and the rise of multinational corporations in arms and 

related industries. One of the most serious charges leveled against the military-industrial 

complex is that it campaigns actively and effectively against arms control and disarmament, and 

exerts a controlling influence on the shaping of foreign policy. Those who traffic in military 

procurement have a vested interest in an unstable international environment. According to 

proponents of this view, the profits and power of the complex would decline catastrophically if 

real progress were made in limiting strategic nuclear weaponry and conventional weapon 

systems. For this reason, it is claimed, advocates of huge arms expenditures use all available 

means of shaping public attitudes and governmental behavior to perpetuate an illusion of great 

international danger emanating particularly from the communist bloc of nations. Modern 

“merchants of death” are said to pursue their own interests in complete disregard of 

humanitarian considerations. Juan Bosch, former president of the Dominican Republic, writes 

of what he calls “Pentagonism.” No longer do advanced capitalist nations send out their military 

to conquer and exploit colonies. Foreign warfare or the threat of warfare provides “access to 

the generous economic resources being mobilized for industrial war production. What is being 

sought are profits where arms are manufactured, not where they are employed, and these 

profits are obtained in, and bring money in from, the place where the center of pentagonist 

power lies.” In short, the domestic population is exploited now as colonies were in the past. 
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U.S. military aid has always been incentivized through selling arms 

and benefiting American weapons companies. 

, Encyclopedia Of American Foreign Policy. “The Military Industrial Complex.” Encyclopedia of 
American Foreign Policy. Web. December 11, 2018. 
<https://www.americanforeignrelations.com/E-N/The-Military-Industrial-Complex-A-
military-industrial-complex-international.html>. 

But the serious question remains: Do not countries that have no substantial arms industry have 

a right to obtain arms from outside sources in order to defend themselves? And is it not in the 

national security interest of the United States to have allies who are well armed and equipped 

for military action? The opening rounds of the Cold War took place in the intercontinental 

crossroads of the Near East. Only there did Russian efforts fail to consolidate a system of 

“friendly” buffer states along the Soviet borders. Communist guerrillas in Greece had 

threatened to extend communist influence in the Balkans and to deliver to the Soviets another 

strategic area for possible domination of the eastern Mediterranean. What had brought 

matters to a head so far as American policy was concerned was not a new and sudden 

communist attack, but the announcement by the British in February 1947 that they no longer 

would be able to continue the assistance they had been giving to Greece and Turkey. This might 

have opened the door to communist penetration. Actually, it set the stage for the policy of 

military aid that came to be known as mutual defense assistance. Even as the North Atlantic 

Treaty was being discussed in early 1949, the implication was clear that American matériel 

assistance to the participating countries would be necessary if the new organization were to 

have any real effectiveness as a deterrent to aggression. But President Harry Truman waited 

until the day after he signed the instrument of ratification to follow it up with a formal request 

for military assistance. Calling for $1.45 billion, this proposal would consolidate in one act the 

existing programs for Greece and Turkey, Iran, Korea, the Philippines, and the Western 

Hemisphere, with a new program for North Atlantic Treaty countries. It envisaged three types 

of assistance: (1) direct transfer of American military equipment; (2) expert guidance in using 

the equipment and in production of equipment; and (3) dollar aid to increase direct military 
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production in Europe. Ten weeks later Congress approved the program in the Mutual Defense 

Assistance Act. 

 

 

Militarism will lead to catastrophe – affirming is try or die. 

Lichterman, Andrew. “Rethinking The Military-Industrial Complex.” Western States Legal 
Foundation. 2018. Web. December 11, 2018. 
<http://wslfweb.org/docs/RethinkingtheMilitaryIndustrialComplexWSLF2018.pdf>. 

This time around, the task of holding off catastrophe may be more difficult. The impetus 

provided by the residual power of the military-industrial complex augmented by increased 

military spending under Trump is only one vector pushing towards war. There are reasons to 

believe that other factors play a stronger, more immediate role. Competition for resources and 

markets is reminiscent of early 20th century struggles among great powers, another moment 

when a long round of industrial expansion, accumulation and concentration of wealth, and 

globalization of trade and investment reached its limits. The opening of the old Communist bloc 

countries as a frontier offering new markets and cheap skilled labor was a factor keeping great 

power conflict in abeyance in the immediate post-Cold War period. So too was the relative 

weakness of the ruling strata in Russia and China amidst the ideological and economic 

disruption that followed the collapse of the Soviet Union. But today, ruling elites in both 

countries are seeking to assert a greater degree of control over both their own economies and 

their near abroad. The contradictory dynamics underlying the current state of the U.S. military-

industrial complex reflect a deeper mismatch between the power of a still-dominant U.S. 

military and a U.S. economy in relative decline. It is this more fundamental disjuncture that 

seems likely to impel dangerous behavior by the ruling economic and political classes in the 

United States. Rulers who believe their country has reached its apex and is declining relative to 

its principal adversaries may be tempted to push their waning military advantage to the utmost, 

risking wars if not starting them intentionally.17 Even after Trump is gone, the forces that 

brought him to power will remain. The increased difficulty for those who rule in the United 

States of extracting their customary wealth share from the global economy while distributing 
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enough to maintain domestic peace is leading to riskier political strategies at home. The creep 

of blood-and-soil nationalism from the political margins to center stage may reflect an anxiety 

about U.S. decline among growing numbers of its elites. The polarization of wealth, the erosion 

of democracy, and the ceaseless attacks on social protections provide an enormous well of 

resentment to draw upon. Militarism and extreme nationalism provide ideological resources to 

displace this rage while justifying repression at home and more confrontational policies abroad. 
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MIC ensures aid will fail – Egypt proves. 

Faris, David. “Deep State, Deep Crisis: Egypt And American Policy.” Middle East Policy vol. 20, 
no. 4, pp. 99–110. 2013. Web. December 11, 2018. <https://www.mepc.org/deep-state-
deep-crisis-egypt-and-american-policy>. 

U.S. aid donors might have a role to play in these processes, if only opportunities for 

meaningful change could be recognized and acted upon. Efforts should be directed to the local 

level, where, over the long term, citizens might be able to achieve more direct participation in 

government. Egyptian localities, for instance, if properly empowered institutionally, might be 

the site of experiments with participatory budgeting, in which citizens help determine financial 

allocations for a given municipality.19 Such experiments in local governance have had generally 

positive effects on both civic participation and levels of equality in policy outputs.20 Of course, 

for such experiments to even be conceptualized requires institutional reform that is unlikely to 

be forthcoming from Cairo. Development has been notoriously top-down, elite-focused and 

subject to capture by elites in the military-industrial complex. American military aid does 

nothing to bring about these changes; in fact, it actually makes it less likely. Whatever 

constitutional system is put into place, Egyptians must imbue their refurbished representative 

institutions with broad-based legitimacy and the power to function independently of mass 

protest. The early returns on this matter are unpromising. Egypt squandered a historic 

opportunity in the past year to begin to dismantle the structures of repression and 

authoritarianism. A vital first step is to put into place institutions that have been successful in 

comparative perspective and that might, in the long run, lead to better economic and social 

policy. It is no panacea; the problems go so far beyond formal political institutions. However, 

reform is impossible without better institutions. If asked, the United States should offer its 

assistance in building these new institutions, either in crafting the founding documents or 

helping in the difficult work of creating these institutions from scratch. It is unlikely that anyone 

is going to ask for U.S. assistance, but our policy makers and diplomats should at least be able 

to toe a coherent party line in private conversations with Egyptian elites about best practices. 
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Military aid provided through Plan Colombia fueled MIC and the 

modern drug war. 

Gilbert, Steven. “The U.S. Policy Of Democracy Promotion In Latin America.” Senior Honors 
Theses. Web. December 11, 2018. <http://commons.emich.edu/honors/148>. 

The U.S. infiltrated Colombian society to create a U.S. friendly ally. In 1989, President Bush Sr. 

declared a war on drugs claiming that drug use had greatly increased. In reality, drug use had 

declined by 37 percent between 1985 and 1988. During the 1980s and 1990s the U.S. required 

the Colombian government to strengthen its police and military forces to fight the war on 

narcotics. (Chomsky 115). The Bush Sr. administration claimed that military aid to the Andean 

region was consistent with promoting democracy because it was needed to “defend democracy 

from the new slayers of the democratic dream—the narcotraffickers and drug cartels that 

poison our children” (Avilés 130). If narcotics were truly a threat to democracy, the United 

States could have employed several other approaches would have been more effective. An 

efficient strategy at addressing the problem would have been to target the large financial 

corporations that handle the drug money. Estimates from the Congressional Research Service 

stated that more than 90 percent of the chemicals used to produce cocaine came from the U.S. 

The Bush administration did nothing to address these sectors of cocaine production (Chomsky 

116-117). Plan Colombia, originally proposed in 1998 as a $7.5 billion development project, has 

been molded to support U.S. interests. The U.S. has provided Colombia a mostly military aid 

package with the stipulation that the Colombian government support the U.S. war on drugs by 

trying to eliminate cocaine production. As a result Plan Colombia has shifted its focus away 

from social redistribution and government aid to areas that had suffered decades of neglect. 

Instead, Plan Colombia would emphasize the use of military assaults on coca growing regions, 

generate incentives to encourage foreign investment, and bolster the armed forces. An 

estimated $1 billion of the $1.6 billion in U.S. aid has been dedicated to strengthening the 

armed forces (Avilés 130). The true objective of U.S. military aid to Colombia has not been to 

eliminate the drug trade but rather to defeat the guerrilla movement. The U.S. has provided not 

only aid but also technical assistance to the Colombian air force to foster an effective 
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antiguerrilla bombing campaign (Mondragón 42-44). Since coming to office in 2002 Uribe has 

taken a tougher stance than his predecessors against the guerrillas. Uribe has not only tolerated 

paramilitary organizations that fight these guerrillas but has even criticized human rights 

organizations that chastise the government for its support of these paramilitary organizations 

(Avilés 134). The government of Uribe is closely linked to paramilitary groups that finance their 

operations through the drug trade. Drug traffickers however have become more powerful than 

ever before in Colombia. They have infiltrated the stock market, money from the drug trade is 

laundered through treasury bonds and they have become active in the electoral process. In 

2004 $3 billion flowed through Colombia without any trace of how it entered the country 

(Mondragón 42-44). 
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In the long term, US weapons and equipment given to other countries 

are stolen by opposing factions - it’s happened in Yemen, Afghanistan, 

Syria, and Somalia. 

Barrera, Aurelio. “US Weapons Have A Nasty Habit Of Going AWOL.” Mother Jones Politics. May 
19, 2015. Web. December 11, 2018. 
<http://www.motherjones.com/politics/2015/03/pentagon-arms-lost-missing-yemen>. 

On Tuesday, the Washington Post reported that the Pentagon can’t say what happened to more than $500 million worth of gear—
including “small arms, ammunition, night-vision goggles, patrol boats, vehicles and other supplies”—it had given to the Yemeni 
government. The news comes as Al Qaeda and Iranian-backed groups vie to control the country following the collapse of the 
country’s US-backed regime in January. The Post noted that the Pentagon has stopped further shipments of aid, but the damage 
has been done. “We have to assume it’s completely compromised and gone,” an anonymous legislative aide said. This isn’t the 
first time US military aid to allies has gone AWOL or wound up in the wrong hands. A few notable examples: Libya: In late 
2012, the New York Times reported that weapons from a US-approved deal had eventually gone to Islamic militants in Libya. 
The deal, which involved European weapons sent to Qatar as well as US weapons originally supplied to the United Arab 
Emirates, had been managed from the sidelines by the Obama administration. Syria: More than once, American arms intended to 
help bolster the fight against ISIS in Syria and northern Iraq have ended up in the group’s control. Last October, an airdrop of 
small arms was blown off target by the wind, according to the Guardian. ISIS quickly posted a video of its fighters going through 
crates of weapons attached to a parachute. Iraq: American weapons supplied to the Iraqi army have also found their way ISIS via 
theft and capture. And weapons meant for the Iraqi army have also gone to Shiite militias backed by Iran. This isn’t a new 
problem: As much as 30 percent of the weapons the United States distributed to Iraqi forces between 2004 and early 2007 could 
not be accounted for. Afghanistan: It’s been widely documented that American forces invading Afghanistan in the wake of 9/11 
had to face off against weapons the United States had once supplied to mujahideen fighters battling the Soviets in the ‘80s. 
Somalia: In 2011, Wired reported that as much as half of the US-supplied arms given to Uganda and Burundi in support of the 
fight against al-Shabaab was winding up with the Somali militant group. 
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The US has lost millions of dollars in weapons, and unaccounted for 

aid is at risk. 

Whitlock, Craig. “Pentagon Loses Track Of $500 Million In Weapons, Equipment Given To 
Yemen.” Washington Post. March 17, 2015. Web. December 11, 2018. 
<https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/pentagon-loses-sight-of-
500-million-in-counterterrorism-aid-given-to-yemen/2015/03/17/f4ca25ce-cbf9-11e4-
8a46-b1dc9be5a8ff_story.html>. 

The Pentagon is unable to account for more than $500 million in U.S. military aid given to 

Yemen, amid fears that the weaponry, aircraft and equipment is at risk of being seized by 

Iranian-backed rebels or al-Qaeda, according to U.S. officials. With Yemen in turmoil and its 

government splintering, the Defense Department has lost its ability to monitor the 

whereabouts of small arms, ammunition, night-vision goggles, patrol boats, vehicles and other 

supplies donated by the United States. The situation has grown worse since the United States 

closed its embassy in Sanaa, the capital, last month and withdrew many of its military advisers. 
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Empirics prove military aid to authoritarian countries generates more 

terrorism. 

Gries, Thomas. “Providing Aid To Repressive Terrorist Source Countries Does Not Make The U.S. 
Any Safer.”. 2014. Web. December 11, 2018. 
<http://blogs.lse.ac.uk/usappblog/2014/12/15/providing-aid-to-repressive-terrorist-
source-countries-does-not-make-the-u-s-any-safer/>. 

To analyze the potentially interacting effects of dependence and repression we study the nexus 

between U.S. economic and military aid, human rights and anti-American terrorism using panel 

data from 126 countries for the period between 1984 and 2008. We show that the combination 

of local oppression and economic and particularly military aid indeed leads to more anti-

American terrorism. The estimated effects are also (economically) substantive. For instance, a 

country with a substantial level of human rights violations (indicated by the use of torture, 

extrajudicial killings, disappearances and political imprisonments) that receives the mean 

amount of military aid from the U.S. (approx. 0.043% of local GDP) generates about 10 times 

more anti-American terrorism compared to a baseline country that receives the same level of 

aid but does not exert repression. Our findings support those voices that are critical of U.S. 

interventionism. The positive association between military-economic dependence on the 

United States and anti-American terrorism generated in the aid-receiving country only weakens 

(i.e., is no longer statistically significant) when U.S. aid becomes very large; this may be due to 

increased capacity of oppressive regimes—possibly further incentivized by the prospect of 

future American support—to adopt harsh counterterrorism measures. However, we find no 

evidence at all (even after accounting for endogeneity) that the U.S. is made any safer by 

providing assistance to the source countries of terrorism, even if this assistance is very large 

and/or channeled to particularly oppressive regimes. Our analysis thus provides little support 

for the official U.S. government notion that foreign aid may be part of an effective U.S. strategy 

to prevent anti-American terrorism. To the extent that U.S. foreign assistance creates benefits 

not related to security (e.g., access to foreign markets), the United States may therefore face a 

trade-off between securing these benefits and being vulnerable to terrorism. 
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Military aid increases the duration of conflict and fuels the MIC. 

Keating, Joshua. “Dangerous Aid.” Foreign Policy. August 15, 2011. Web. December 11, 2018. 
<https://foreignpolicy.com/2011/08/15/dangerous-aid/#sthash.yntMTYeE.dpbs>. 

Since 2001, the U.S. Congress has allocated more than $20 billion in aid and reimbursements to 

Pakistan in the name of fighting global terrorism. And yet, when asked not long ago to rate 

Pakistan’s counterterrorism cooperation on a scale of 1 to 10, CIA Deputy Director Michael 

Morell gave it a 3. Until recently, the head of al Qaeda was living just a stone’s throw from a 

Pakistani military installation, and elements of the country’s security apparatus are widely 

suspected of aiding militant groups. So why doesn’t the money produce results? And, more 

importantly, is it time to begin cutting off Pakistan, as Sen. Carl Levin and others have 

advocated? Maybe so. Navin Bapat, a professor of international relations at the University of 

North Carolina, has used game theory to create models of state behavior that suggest 

counterterrorism aid acts as a perverse incentive. By his logic, a government receiving aid to 

fight terrorist groups is less likely ever to win that fight because the funds would dry up without 

terrorist groups. Bapat found empirical backing for his theory: Data on almost 200 terrorist 

groups worldwide between 1997 and 2006 show that U.S. military assistance correlates with a 

67 percent increase in the duration of terrorist campaigns in the country receiving the aid. 

Which is not to say that the money isn’t worth it. Bapat’s model also shows that, while 

governments receiving aid have little incentive to defeat terrorist groups, they’re also less likely 

to negotiate with them. In other words, Afghan President Hamid Karzai needs a certain level of 

Taliban activity if he is to continue receiving U.S. cash, but he can’t allow the militants to 

become so powerful that Washington cuts him off entirely. Bapat thinks there’s probably no 

way to escape from this expensive and frustrating limbo, at least in the immediate future, given 

the risk of chaos in countries like Yemen and Pakistan. “I would argue that this is the best the 

U.S. can do,” he says. 
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History proves in Pakistan that aid is often wasted. 

Rhode, David. “U.S. Officials See Waste In Billions Sent To Pakistan.” New York Times. 
December 24, 2007. Web. December 11, 2018. 
<http://www.nytimes.com/2007/12/24/world/asia/24military.html>. 

ISLAMABAD, Pakistan — After the United States has spent more than $5 billion in a largely 

failed effort to bolster the Pakistani military effort against Al Qaeda and the Taliban, some 

American officials now acknowledge that there were too few controls over the money. The 

strategy to improve the Pakistani military, they said, needs to be completely revamped. In 

interviews in Islamabad and Washington, Bush administration and military officials said they 

believed that much of the American money was not making its way to frontline Pakistani units. 

Money has been diverted to help finance weapons systems designed to counter India, not Al 

Qaeda or the Taliban, the officials said, adding that the United States has paid tens of millions 

of dollars in inflated Pakistani reimbursement claims for fuel, ammunition and other costs. 
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The US is ill-equipped to properly provide military aid. 

Keller, Denis. “U.S. MILITARY FORCES AND POLICE ASSISTANCE IN STABILITY OPERATIONS: THE 
LEAST-WORST OPTION TO FILL T.” Strategic Studies Institute. August, 2010. Web. 
December 11, 2018. 
<http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB1013.pdf >. 

Establishing an effective local police force is one of the most critical elements of successful 

counterinsurgency (COIN) and stability operations, but it is a task for which the U.S. 

Government is the least prepared and capable. The establishment of an effective police force is 

critical to security sector reform, justice sector reform, and the successful transition to the host 

nation’s security forces. But the United States lacks the institutional capacity to provide an 

immediate and coordinated civilian police training and advisory effort, particularly in a failed or 

fragile state. Because hesitation in addressing such problems causes delays in forming and 

training new police forces, and, even worse, emboldens corrupt and abusive locals who enable 

insurgents, terrorist groups, and organized criminal networks, the U.S. military must be 

prepared to support stability operations at regional level and below by assessing, advising, and 

even training police units until such time as civilian police trainers and mentors arrive on the 

ground. Army doctrine emphasizes the importance of community-focused civilian police forces 

during stability operations and suggests that clear separation of police and military roles is 

essential to successful rebuilding. Doctrine also recognizes that military forces may have to 

perform police functions during the initial response. But history is replete with examples of 

local police becoming targets of opportunity for insurgencies; having trained, operationally 

ready police is always important and no more so than in current operations in Afghanistan and 

Iraq. 

 

 



AFF Military-Industrial Complex AC Jan/Feb 2019 
 
 

Champion Briefs  164 

Current spending on military assistance abroad is funding the MIC. 

Hartung, William. “The Military-Industrial Complex Is On Corporate Welfare.” The Nation. 
February 27, 2018. Web. December 11, 2018. <https://www.thenation.com/article/the-
military-industrial-complex-is-on-corporate-welfare/>. 

And keep in mind that, like all other US-based corporations, those military-industrial 

behemoths will benefit richly from the Trump administration’s slashing of the corporate tax 

rate. According to one respected industry analyst, a good portion of this windfall will go 

towards bonuses and increased dividends for company shareholders rather than investments in 

new and better ways to defend the United States. In short, in the Trump era, Lockheed Martin 

and its cohorts are guaranteed to make money coming and going. Items that snagged billions in 

new funding in Trump’s proposed 2019 budget included Lockheed Martin’s overpriced, 

underperforming F-35 aircraft, at $10.6 billion; Boeing’s F-18 “Super Hornet,” which was in the 

process of being phased out by the Obama administration but is now written in for $2.4 billion; 

Northrop Grumman’s B-21 nuclear bomber at $2.3 billion; General Dynamics’ Ohio-class 

ballistic missile submarine at $3.9 billion; and $12 billion for an array of missile-defense 

programs that will redound to the benefit of… you guessed it: Lockheed Martin, Raytheon, and 

Boeing, among other companies. These are just a few of the dozens of weapons programs that 

will be feeding the bottom lines of such companies in the next two years and beyond. For 

programs still in their early stages, like that new bomber and the new ballistic missile 

submarine, their banner budgetary years are yet to come. In explaining the flood of funding 

that enables a company like Lockheed Martin to reap $35 billion per year in government 

dollars, defense analyst Richard Aboulafia of the Teal Group noted that “diplomacy is out; air 

strikes are in… In this sort of environment, it’s tough to keep a lid on costs. If demand goes up, 

prices don’t generally come down. And, of course, it’s virtually impossible to kill stuff. You don’t 

have to make any kind of tough choices when there’s such a rising tide.” 
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Trump is fueling the MIC. 

Hartung, William. “The Military-Industrial Complex Is On Corporate Welfare.” The Nation. 
February 27, 2018. Web. December 11, 2018. <https://www.thenation.com/article/the-
military-industrial-complex-is-on-corporate-welfare/>. 

Trump wants to create jobs, jobs, jobs he can point to, and pumping up the military-industrial 

complex must seem like the path of least resistance to that end in present-day Washington. 

Under the circumstances, what does it matter that virtually any other form of spending would 

create more jobs and not saddle Americans with weaponry we don’t need? If past performance 

offers any indication, none of the new money slated to pour into the Pentagon will make 

anyone safer. As Todd Harrison of the Center for Strategic and International Studies has noted, 

there is a danger that the Pentagon will just get “fatter not stronger” as its worst spending 

habits are reinforced by a new gusher of dollars that relieves its planners of making any 

reasonably hard choices at all. 
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MIC guarantees war. 

Turley, Jonathon. “Big Money Behind War: The Military-industrial Complex.”. January 11, 2014. 
Web. December 11, 2018. <https://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/opinion/2014/01/big-
money-behind-war-military-industrial-complex-20141473026736533.html>. 

While few politicians are willing to admit it, we don’t just endure wars we seem to need war - at 

least for some people. A study showed that roughly 75 percent of the fallen in these wars come 

from working class families. They do not need war. They pay the cost of the war. Eisenhower 

would likely be appalled by the size of the industrial and governmental workforce committed to 

war or counter-terrorism activities. Military and homeland budgets now support millions of 

people in an otherwise declining economy. Hundreds of billions of dollars flow each year from 

the public coffers to agencies and contractors who have an incentive to keep the country on a 

war-footing - and footing the bill for war. Across the country, the war-based economy can be 

seen in an industry which includes everything from Homeland Security educational degrees to 

counter-terrorism consultants to private-run preferred traveller programmes for airport 

security gates. Recently, the “black budget” of secret intelligence programmes alone was 

estimated at $52.6bn for 2013. That is only the secret programmes, not the much larger 

intelligence and counterintelligence budgets. We now have 16 spy agencies that employ 

107,035 employees. This is separate from the over one million people employed by the military 

and national security law enforcement agencies. The core of this expanding complex is an axis 

of influence of corporations, lobbyists, and agencies that have created a massive, self-

sustaining terror-based industry. 
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MIC influences politicians more than voters. 

Turley, Jonathon. “Big Money Behind War: The Military-industrial Complex.”. January 11, 2014. 
Web. December 11, 2018. <https://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/opinion/2014/01/big-
money-behind-war-military-industrial-complex-20141473026736533.html>. 

Our economic war-dependence is matched by political war-dependence. Many members 

represent districts with contractors that supply homeland security needs and our on-going 

wars. Even with polls showing that the majority of Americans are opposed to continuing the 

wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the new military-industrial complex continues to easily muster the 

necessary support from both Democrats and Republicans in Congress. It is a testament to the 

influence of this alliance that hundreds of billions are being spent in Afghanistan and Iraq while 

Congress is planning to cut billions from core social programmes, including a possible rollback 

on Medicare due to lack of money. None of that matters. It doesn’t even matter that Afghan 

President Hamid Karzai has called the US the enemy and said he wishes that he had joined the 

Taliban. Even the documented billions stolen by government officials in Iraq and Afghanistan 

are treated as a mere cost of doing business. It is what Eisenhower described as the “misplaced 

power” of the military-industrial complex - power that makes public opposition and even 

thousands of dead soldiers immaterial. War may be hell for some but it is heaven for others in a 

war-dependent economy. 
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Maintaining hegemony causes violence –obsession manufactures 

threats and conceals the US’ role in enemy construction. 

McClintock, Anne. “Paranoid Empire: Specters From Guantánamo And Abu Ghraib.” Muse. 
2009. Web. December 11, 2018. <https://muse.jhu.edu/article/261519>. 

BY NOW IT IS FAIR TO SAY THAT the UNITED STATES has come to be dominated by two grand 

and dangerous hallucinations: the promise of benign US globalization and the permanent threat 

of the “war on terror.” I HAVE COME TO FEEL THAT we cannot understand the extravagance of 

the violence TO which the US GOVERNMENT has committed ITSELF after 9/11—two countries 

invaded, thousands of innocent people imprisoned, killed, and tortured—unless we grasp a 

DEFINING FEATURE OF OUR MOMENT, THAT IS, A DEEP AND disturbing doubleness with 

respect to power. TAKING SHAPE, AS IT NOW DOES, AROUND fantasies of global omnipotence 

(OPERATION INFINITE JUSTICE, THE WAR TO END ALL EVIL) coincidING with nightmares of 

impending attack, the UNITED STATES has entered the domain of paranoia: DREAM WORLD 

AND CATASTROPHE. FOR IT IS ONLY in paranoia that one finds simultaneously AND IN SUCH 

CONDENSED FORM BOTH deliriums of absolute power and forebodings of perpetual threat. 

Hence the spectral and nightmarish quality of THE “WAR ON TERROR,” a limitless war against a 

limitless threat, A WAR vaunted by the US administration to encompass all of space AND 

persisting without end. BUT THE WAR ON TERROR IS NOT A REAL WAR, FOR “TERROR” IS NOT 

AN IDENTIFIABLE ENEMY NOR A STRATEGIC, REAL-WORLD TARGET. The war on terror is WHAT 

WILLIAM GIBSON CALLS ELSEWHERE “a consensual hallucination,” 4 AND the US government 

can fling its military might against ghostly apparitions and hallucinate a victory over all evil only 

at the cost of catastrophic self-delusion and the infliction of great calamities elsewhere. I have 

come to feel that we urgently need to make visible (the better politically to challenge) those 

established but concealed circuits of imperial violence that now animate the war on terror. We 

need, as urgently, to illuminate the continuities that connect those circuits of imperial violence 

abroad with the vast, internal shadowlands of prisons and supermaxes—the modern “slave-

ships on the middle passage to nowhere”—that have come to characterize the United States as 

a super-carceral state. 5 Can we, the uneasy heirs of empire, now speak only of national things? 
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If a long-established but primarily covert US imperialism has, since 9/11, manifested itself more 

aggressively as an overt empire, does the terrain and object of intellectual inquiry, as well as 

the claims of political responsibility, not also extend beyond that useful fiction of the 

“exceptional nation” to embrace the shadowlands of empire? If so, how can we theorize the 

phantasmagoric, imperial violence that has come so dreadfully to constitute our kinship with 

the ordinary, but which also at the same moment renders extraordinary the ordinary bodies of 

ordinary people, an imperial violence which in collusion with a complicit corporate media 

would render itself invisible, casting states of emergency into fitful shadow and fleshly bodies 

into specters? For imperialism is not something that happens elsewhere, an offshore fact to be 

deplored but as easily ignored. Rather, the force of empire comes to reconfigure, from within, 

the nature and violence of the nation-state itself, giving rise to perplexing questions: Who 

under an empire are “we,” the people? And who are the ghosted, ordinary people beyond the 

nation-state who, in turn, constitute “us”? We now inhabit a crisis of violence and the visible. 

How do we insist on seeing the violence that the imperial state attempts to render invisible, 

while also seeing the ordinary people afflicted by that violence? For to allow the spectral, 

disfigured people (especially those under torture) obliged to inhabit the haunted no-places and 

penumbra of empire to be made visible as ordinary people is to forfeit the long-held US claim of 

moral and cultural exceptionalism, the traditional self-identity of the United States as the 

uniquely superior, universal standard-bearer of moral authority, a tenacious, national 

mythology of originary innocence now in tatters. The deeper question, however, is not only 

how to see but also how to theorize and oppose the violence without becoming beguiled by the 

seductions of spectacle alone. 6 Perhaps in the labyrinths of torture we must also find a way to 

speak with ghosts, for specters disturb the authority of vision and the hauntings of popular 

memory disrupt the great forgettings of official history. Paranoia Even the paranoid have 

enemies. —Donald Rumsfeld Why paranoia? Can we fully understand the proliferating circuits 

of imperial violence—the very eclipsing of which gives to our moment its uncanny, 

phantasmagoric cast—without understanding the pervasive presence of the paranoia that has 

come, quite violently, to manifest itself across the political and cultural spectrum as a defining 

feature of our time? By paranoia, I mean not simply Hofstadter’s famous identification of the 
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US state’s tendency toward conspiracy theories. 7 Rather, I conceive of paranoia as an inherent 

contradiction with respect to power: a double-sided phantasm that oscillates precariously 

between deliriums of grandeur and nightmares of perpetual threat, a deep and dangerous 

doubleness with respect to power that is held in unstable tension, but which, if suddenly 

destabilized (as after 9/11), can produce pyrotechnic displays of violence. The pertinence of 

understanding paranoia, I argue, lies in its peculiarly intimate and peculiarly dangerous relation 

to violence. 8 Let me be clear: I do not see paranoia as a primary, structural cause of US 

imperialism nor as its structuring identity. Nor do I see the US war on terror as animated by 

some collective, psychic agency, submerged mind, or Hegelian “cunning of reason,” nor by what 

Susan Faludi calls a national “terror dream.” 9 Nor am I interested in evoking paranoia as a kind 

of psychological diagnosis of the imperial nation-state. Nations do not have “psyches” or an 

“unconscious”; only people do. Rather, a social entity such as an organization, state, or empire 

can be spoken of as “paranoid” if the dominant powers governing that entity cohere as a 

collective community around contradictory cultural narratives, self-mythologies, practices, and 

identities that oscillate between delusions of inherent superiority and omnipotence, and 

phantasms of threat and engulfment. The term paranoia is analytically useful here, then, not as 

a description of a collective national psyche, nor as a description of a universal pathology, but 

rather as an analytically strategic concept, a way of seeing and being attentive to contradictions 

within power, a way of making visible (the better politically to oppose) the contradictory 

flashpoints of violence that the state tries to conceal. Paranoia is in this sense what I call a hinge 

phenomenon, articulated between the ordinary person and society, between psychodynamics 

and socio-political history. Paranoia is in that sense dialectical rather than binary, for its 

violence erupts from the force of its multiple, cascading contradictions: the intimate memories 

of wounds, defeats, and humiliations condensing with cultural fantasies of aggrandizement and 

revenge, in such a way as to be productive at times of unspeakable violence. For how else can 

we understand such debauches of cruelty? A critical question still remains: does not something 

terrible have to happen to ordinary people (military police, soldiers, interrogators) to instill in 

them, as ordinary people, in the most intimate, fleshly ways, a paranoid cast that enables them 

to act compliantly with, and in obedience to, the paranoid visions of a paranoid state? Perhaps 
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we need to take a long, hard look at the simultaneously humiliating and aggrandizing rituals of 

militarized institutions, whereby individuals are first broken down, then reintegrated 

(incorporated) into the larger corps as a unified, obedient fighting body, the methods by which 

schools, the military, training camps— not to mention the paranoid image-worlds of the 

corporate media—instill paranoia in ordinary people and fatally conjure up collective but 

unstable fantasies of omnipotence. 10 In what follows, I want to trace the flashpoints of 

imperial paranoia into the labyrinths of torture in order to illuminate three crises that animate 

our moment: the crisis of violence and the visible, the crisis of imperial legitimacy, and what I 

call “the enemy deficit.” I explore these flashpoints of imperial paranoia as they emerge in the 

torture at Guantánamo and Abu Ghraib. I argue that Guantánamo is the territorializing of 

paranoia and that torture itself is paranoia incarnate, in order to make visible, in keeping with 

Hazel Carby’s brilliant work, those contradictory sites where imperial racism, sexuality, and 

gender catastrophically collide. 11 The Enemy Deficit: Making the “Barbarians” Visible Because 

night is here but the barbarians have not come. Some people arrived from the frontiers, And 

they said that there are no longer any barbarians. And now what shall become of us without 

any barbarians? Those people were a kind of solution. —C. P. Cavafy, “Waiting for the 

Barbarians” The barbarians have declared war. —President George W. Bush C. P. Cavafy wrote 

“Waiting for the Barbarians” in 1927, but the poem haunts the aftermath of 9/11 with the force 

of an uncanny and prescient déjà vu. To what dilemma are the “barbarians” a kind of solution? 

Every modern empire faces an abiding crisis of legitimacy in that it flings its power over 

territories and peoples who have not consented to that power. Cavafy’s insight is that an 

imperial state claims legitimacy only by evoking the threat of the barbarians. It is only the 

threat of the barbarians that constitutes the silhouette of the empire’s borders in the first 

place. On the other hand, the hallucination of the barbarians disturbs the empire with 

perpetual nightmares of impending attack. The enemy is the abject of empire: the rejected 

from which we cannot part. And without the barbarians the legitimacy of empire vanishes like a 

disappearing phantom. Those people were a kind of solution. With the collapse of the Soviet 

Union in December 1991, the grand antagonism of the United States and the USSR evaporated 

like a quickly fading nightmare. The cold war rhetoric of totalitarianism, Finlandization, present 
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danger, fifth columnist, and infiltration vanished. Where were the enemies now to justify the 

continuing escalation of the military colossus? “And now what shall become of us without any 

barbarians?” By rights, the thawing of the cold war should have prompted an immediate 

downsizing of the military; any plausible external threat had simply ceased to exist. Prior to 

9/11, General Peter Schoomaker, head of the US Army, bemoaned the enemy deficit: “It’s no 

use having an army that did nothing but train,” he said. “There’s got to be a certain appetite for 

what the hell we exist for.” Dick Cheney likewise complained: “The threats have become so 

remote. So remote that they are difficult to ascertain.” Colin Powell agreed: “Though we can 

still plausibly identify specific threats—North Korea, Iran, Iraq, something like that—the real 

threat is the unknown, the uncertain.” Before becoming president, George W. Bush likewise 

fretted over the post–cold war dearth of a visible enemy: “We do not know who the enemy is, 

but we know they are out there.” It is now well established that the invasion of Iraq had been a 

long-standing goal of the US administration, but there was no clear rationale with which to sell 

such an invasion. In 1997 a group of neocons at the Project for the New American Century 

produced a remarkable report in which they stated that to make such an invasion palatable 

would require “a catastrophic and catalyzing event—like a new Pearl Harbor.” 12 
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The judge has an ethical obligation to resist MIC. 

Giroux, Henry. “Neoliberalism’s War Against Teachers In Dark Times.” Sage. 2013. Web. 
December 11, 2018. 
<http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.904.8852&rep=rep1&type
=pdf>. 

The tragic deaths of 26 people shot and killed at Sandy Hook Elementary School in Newtown, 

CT, included 20 young children and 6 educators. All of the children were shot multiple times. 

Many more children might have been killed or injured had it not been for the brave and 

decisive actions of the teachers in the school. The mainstream media was quick to call them 

heroes, and there is little doubt that what they did under horrific circumstances reveals not 

only how important educators are in shielding children from immanent threat but also how 

demanding their roles have become in preparing them to negotiate a world that is becoming 

more precarious, more dangerous—and infinitely more divisive. In this case, teachers not only 

saved the lives of many young people, but they also gave their lives in doing so. Teachers are 

one of the most important resources a nation has for providing the skills, values, and 

knowledge that prepare young people for productive citizenship—but more than this, to give 

sanctuary to their dreams and aspirations for a future of hope, dignity, and justice. It is indeed 

ironic, in the unfolding nightmare in Newtown, that only in the midst of such a shocking tragedy 

are teachers celebrated in ways that justly acknowledge—albeit briefly and inadequately—the 

vital role they play every day in both protecting and educating our children. What is repressed 

in these jarring historical moments is that teachers have been under vicious and sustained 

attack by right-wing conservatives, religious fundamentalists, and centrist democrats since the 

beginning of the 1980s. Depicted as the new “welfare queens,” their labor and their care has 

been instrumentalized and infantilized (Bessie, 2011); they have been fired en masse under 

calls for austerity; they have seen roll backs in their pensions, and have been derided because 

they teach in so-called “government schools.” Public school teachers too readily and far too 

pervasively have been relegated to zones of humiliation and denigration.1 The importance of 

what teachers actually do, the crucial and highly differentiated nature of the work they 

perform, and their value as guardians, role models and trustees only appears in the midst of 
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such a tragic event. If the United States is to prevent its slide into a deeply violent and 

antidemocratic state, it will, among other things, be required fundamentally to rethink not 

merely the relationship between education and democracy but also the very nature of 

teaching, the role of teachers as engaged citizens and public intellectuals, and the relationship 

between teaching and social responsibility. This essay makes one small contribution to that 

effort. The War Against Public School Teachers Right-wing fundamentalists and corporate 

ideologues are not just waging a war against the rights of unions, workers, students, women, 

the disabled, low income groups, and poor minorities but also against those public spheres that 

provide a vocabulary for connecting values, desires, identities, social relations, and institutions 

to the discourse of social responsibility, ethics, and democracy, if not thinking itself. 

Neoliberalism or unbridled free-market fundamentalism employs modes of governance, 

discipline, and regulation that are totalizing in their insistence that all aspects of social life be 

determined, shaped, and weighted through market-driven measures (Giroux, 2008; Harvey, 

2005; Steger & Roy, 2010). Neoliberalism is not merely an economic doctrine that prioritizes 

buying and selling, makes the supermarket and mall the temples of public life, and defines the 

obligations of citizenship in strictly consumerist terms. It is also a mode of pedagogy and set of 

social arrangements that uses education to win consent, produce consumer-based notions of 

agency, and militarize reason in the service of war, profits, power, and violence while 

simultaneously instrumentalizing all forms of knowledge. The increasing militarization of reason 

and growing expansion of forms of militarized discipline are most visible in policies currently 

promoted by wealthy conservative foundations such as the Heritage Foundation and the 

American Enterprise Institute along with the high profile presence and advocacy of corporate 

reform spokespersons such as Joel Klein and Michelle Rhee and billionaire financers such as 

Michael Milken (Ravitch, 2012; Saltman, 2010). As Ken Saltman, Diane Ravitch, Alex Means, and 

others have pointed out, wealthy billionaires such as Bill Gates are financing educational 

reforms that promote privatization, deprofessionalization, online classes, and high-stakes 

testing, while at the same time impugning the character and autonomy of teachers and the 

unions that support them (see Giroux, 2012; Kovacs, 2010; Means, 2013; Ravitch, 2011; 

Saltman, 2012). Consequently, public school teachers have become the new class of 
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government dependent moochers and the disparaged culture of Wall Street has emerged as 

the only model or resource from which to develop theories of educational leadership and 

reform.2 The same people who gave us the economic recession of 2008, lost billions in corrupt 

trading practices, and sold fraudulent mortgages to millions of homeowners have ironically 

become sources of wisdom and insight regarding how young people should be educated. 

Attesting to the hard to miss fact that political culture has become an adjunct of the culture of 

finance, politicians at the state and federal levels, irrespective of their political affiliation, 

advocate reforms that amount to selling off or giving away public schools to the apostles of 

casino capitalism. 3 More importantly, the hysterical fury now being waged by the new 

educational reformists against public education exhibits no interest in modes of education that 

invest in an “educated public for the culture of the present and future” (Marruchi, 2006, p. 

176). On the contrary, their relevance and power can be measured by the speed with which any 

notion of civic responsibilities is evaded. What these individuals and institutions all share is an 

utter disregard for public values, critical thinking, and any notion of education as a moral and 

political practice (Robinson, 2012). The wealthy hedge fund managers, think-tank operatives, 

and increasingly corrupt corporate CEOs are panicked by the possibility that teachers and public 

schools might provide the conditions for the cultivation of an informed and critical citizenry 

capable of actively and critically participating in the governance of a democratic society. In the 

name of educational reform, reason is gutted of its critical potential and reduced to a 

deadening pedagogy of memorization, teaching to the test, and classroom practices that 

celebrate mindless repetition and conformity. Rather than embraced as central to what it 

means to be an engaged and thoughtful citizen, the capacity for critical thinking, imagining, and 

reflection are derided as crucial pedagogical values necessary for “both the health of 

democracy and to the creation of a decent world culture and a robust type of global 

citizenship” (Nussbaum, 2009; also see, Nussbaum, 2010). 
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Current militaristic culture primes society to fight wars at all times 

and at all costs. The impact is the ongoing ignorance of the war on the 

home front and a flawed approach to problem solving that trends to 

relentless conflict. 

Boggs, Carl. “The Global Industrial Complex.” Lexington Books. 2011. Web. December 11, 2018. 
<https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Richard_Kahn3/publication/240595825_The_Gl
obal_Industrial_Complex_Systems_of_Domination/links/0c96051e6aae15b10c000000/
The-Global-Industrial-Complex-Systems-of-Domination.pdf?origin=publication_detail>. 

As the American people are asked to endure burdensome costs and sacrifices of war and 

preparation for war, mechanisms of legitimation take on new meaning. Empire, a bloated war 

economy, recurrent armed interventions, hardships on the home front—all these must be 

made to appear “natural,” routine, even welcome if not noble. The historical myth of national 

exceptionalism, combined with hubris associated with economic, technological, and military 

supremacy, contributes to this ideological function. To translate such an ideological syndrome 

into popular language and daily life, to fully incorporate it into the political culture, is the task 

not so much of a classical state-run propaganda system as a developed hegemonic ideology 

reliant more on education and the media. In the United States, media culture has evolved into 

an outgrowth of megacorporate power that sustains the most far-reaching ideological and 

cultural network in history. Hollywood films alone have for many decades served as a crucial 

vehicle for legitimation of Empire. The repetitive fantasies, illusions, myths, images, and 

storylines of Hollywood movies (not to mention TV and other outlets) can be expected to 

influence mass audiences in rather predictable ways, much along lines of advertising and public 

relations. One popular response to the flood of violent combat, action-adventure, sci-fi, and 

horror films (with their companion video games) is stronger readiness to support U.S. military 

operations that, in an intensely patriotic, violent milieu will require little overt justification 

except where American casualties are deemed excessive. Such ideological legitimation is 

needed in a context where even the ensemble of corporate, military, and government power 

cannot suffice. Despite its command of institutional power, tools of violence, and material 
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resources, therefore, the system requires something along lines of a culture of militarism. In the 

United States, militarism has indeed evolved into an ideology forged by media culture, political 

messages, academic discourses, and patriotic indoctrination. If the linkage between militarism 

and daily life goes back in history, it has taken on new dimensions with the dramatic growth of 

the media and popular culture over the past few decades. If the culture of militarism endows 

warfare with a popular sense of meaning and purpose, it also constitutes the hegemonic façade 

behind which the power structure can more or less freely operate, domestically and worldwide. 

The decay of American economic, political, and social life cannot be understood apart from this 

destructive cycle—likely to worsen as the elites strive to maintain the advantages of Empire 

against new challenges. By the early twenty-first century it was obvious that war, and 

orientation to war, had become a way of life in the United States, a society in which both 

leaders and general population could be said to have grown addicted to war. If the United 

States fails to qualify as a full-fledged “warrior society” at the level of ancient Sparta, Nazi 

Germany, interwar Japan, or even Israel today, the military influence is perhaps even more 

pervasive—though not always recognizable as such—owing to the global presence of American 

power. Who could expect otherwise, as the Pentagon dominates the globe with its military, 

technological, and communications presence, with its hundreds of bases and sites, and its 

status as the world’s biggest landlord (overseeing 300,000 housing units globally)? The U.S. 

military runs its own vast propaganda network with scores of newspapers and magazines, 

invests in hundreds of movies and TV programs, develops state-of-the-art video games, and is 

by far the largest sponsor of research and development, allowing it to influence such fields as 

nuclear physics, chemistry, astronomy, and electrical engineering. What might be called the 

militarization of the academy is reflected in the capacity of the Pentagon to shape research 

goals at such respectable universities as UC Berkeley, MIT, Stanford, Johns Hopkins, Penn State, 

and Carnegie Mellon—a few of the more than 350 institutions that routinely get military 

contracts. Under the familiar guise of national security, American society has seen a 

convergence of military, corporate, and academic centers of power. Tens of billions are 

targeted annually for higher-tech warfare agendas: urban assault counterinsurgency methods, 

satellite technology, nuclear modernization, robotics and other forms of remote combat, laser-
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guided weapons, war-gaming, and database collections among others. 19 In a militarized 

society the armed forces experience is bound to touch the lives of tens of millions of people, 

often in the most intimate ways—and often outside the ranks of the military itself. In her study 

of the “homefront,” Catherine Lutz comments: “In an important sense … we all inhabit an army 

camp, mobilized to lend support to the permanent state of war readiness that has been with us 

since World War II. No matter where we live, we have raised war taxes at work, and future 

soldiers at home lived with the cultural atmosphere of racism and belligerence that war 

mobilization often uses or creates, and nourished the public opinion that helps send soldiers off 

to war... All experience the problems bred by war’s glorification of violent masculinity and the 

inequalities created by its redistribution of wealth to the already privileged.” Lutz adds that “we 

all have lived with the consequences of the reinvigorated idea that we prove and regenerate 

ourselves through violence.” This reality turns out to be even more all-consuming for military 

personnel and residents of Fayetteville, North Carolina—home of the sprawling Fort Bragg army 

base—that Lutz chose as the focus of her research. Here all the contradictions of U.S. militarism 

came home to roost—a “dumping ground for the problems of the American century of war and 

empire.” Here we have exaggerated problems of poverty, crime, child abuse, alcoholism, 

prostitution, homelessness, and a wide array of physical and mental injuries. These are the 

fruits of a permanent war system that transfigures daily life for those within and close to the 

“homefront” of Empire. This is a world geared to warfare, preparation for warfare, killing, and 

refinement of the instruments for killing. In her classic work Military Brats, Mary Edwards 

Wertsch brilliantly weaves together narratives of life in the military, focusing on two lingering 

motifs—the warrior ethos, and the authoritarian character of social relations. She writes: 

“Growing up inside the fortress [as she did] is like being drafted into a gigantic theater 

company. The role of the warrior society, even in peacetime, is to exist in a state of perpetual 

‘readiness’: one continuous dress rehearsal for war. The principal actors are immaculately 

costumed, carefully scripted, and supplied with a vast array of props. They practice elaborate 

large-scale stage movements—land, air, sea exercises simulating attacks and defenses.” All this 

is part of a deep socialization process that Wertsch expertly unravels. Well before 9/11 and the 

subsequent wars, she could remark that “this is a society prepared to wage war with the same 
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relentless attention to detail it brings to every moment of every day.” 23 22 In such a culture 

authoritarian values inevitably prevail: “The Fortress, in short, is an authoritarian society. The 

masks worn there are authoritarian masks, each exactly like the others of its rank, each 

subservient to those of high rungs. The notions of conformity, order, and obedience reign 

supreme.” She adds: “The great paradox of the military is that its members, the self-appointed 

front-line guardians of our cherished American democratic values, do not live in a democracy 

themselves. Not only is individuality not valued in the military, it is discouraged. There is no 

freedom of speech, save on the most innocuous level. There is no freedom of assembly for 

anything that is not authorized. There is not even a concept of privacy …” God, community, 

family, nation—everything is glorified through the mediations of warfare, violence, hierarchy, 

and aggression. The permanent war system undermines democracy at every turn: imperial 

projects lead to authoritarian controls domestically and globally. Militarization gives rise not 

only to a warrior ethos but to hierarchy, discipline, secrecy, surveillance, lopsided allocations, 

and narrowed debate in government operations. Richard Falk writes of a shift toward fascism in 

the global order that, he argues, permeates American domestic politics as power and wealth 

come to dominate the field of decision-making. An imperial arrogance that champions U.S. 

exceptionalism and subverts universal norms of legality on the world scene, that strives toward 

full-spectrum dominance, sooner or later generates a regime of lawlessness and violence at 

home. A Hobbesian universe, after all, is predictably rife with fear and hate. Falk observes that 

an authoritarian scenario will be momentarily disguised as necessary security adjustment to the 

threats of global terrorism.” 27 26 While this “scenario” has surely gained new credence since 

9/11, the pattern was set during World War II with solidification of the war economy and 

security state. Further, as discussed in the first two chapters, the United States has throughout 

its history worked tirelessly to defeat democratic possibilities outside its own borders. The 

neocons, as we have seen, embrace an uncompromising global authoritarianism (while 

preaching “democracy promotion”) driven by U.S. entitlement to world supremacy. Falk argues: 

“ ... I consider it reasonable to think of something one might call global fascism as the mentality 

of those seeking to regulate the world, from either above or below, according to their I went on 
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to demonstrate how the libertarian principle of self-ownership supports PIA and why people 

cannot be responsible for all effects of their actions: 

*Ellipsis from source 
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The judge has to prioritize analysis of militarism to challenge 

dominant regimes of power. 

Giroux, Henry. “Violence, USA: The Warfare State And The Hardening Of Everyday Life.” 
Truthout. May 02, 2012. Web. December 11, 2018. 
<https://truthout.org/articles/violence-usa-the-warfare-state-and-the-brutalizing-of-
everyday-life/>. 

Challenging the warfare state also has an important educational component. C. Wright Mills 

was right in arguing that it is impossible to separate the violence of an authoritarian social 

order from the cultural apparatuses that nourish it. As Mills put it, the major cultural 

apparatuses not only “guide experience, they also expropriate the very chance to have an 

experience rightly called ‘our own.’”55 This narrowing of experience shorn of public values 

locks people into private interests and the hyper-individualized orbits in which they live. 

Experience itself is now privatized, instrumentalized, commodified, and increasingly militarized. 

Social responsibility gives way to organized infantilization and a flight from responsibility. 

Crucial here is the need to develop new cultural and political vocabularies that can foster an 

engaged mode of citizenship capable of naming the corporate and academic interests that 

support the warfare state and its apparatuses of violence, while simultaneously mobilizing 

social movements to challenge and dismantle its vast networks of power. One central 

pedagogical and political task in dismantling the warfare state is, therefore, the challenge of 

creating the cultural conditions and public spheres that would enable the U.S. public to move 

from being spectators of war and everyday violence to being informed and engaged citizens. 

Unfortunately, major cultural apparatuses like public and higher education, which have been 

historically responsible for educating the public, are becoming little more than market-driven 

and militarized knowledge factories. In this particularly insidious role, educational institutions 

deprive students of the capacities that would enable them not only to assume public 

responsibilities, but also to actively participate in the process of governing. Without the public 

spheres for creating a formative culture equipped to challenge the educational, military, 

market, and religious fundamentalisms that dominate U.S. society, it will be virtually impossible 

to resist the normalization of war as a matter of domestic and foreign policy. Any viable notion 
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of resistance to the current authoritarian order must also address the issue of what it means 

pedagogically to imagine a more democratically oriented notion of knowledge, subjectivity, and 

agency and what it might mean to bring such notions into the public sphere. This is more than 

what Bernard Harcourt calls “a new grammar of political disobedience.”56 It is a reconfiguring 

of the nature and substance of the political so that matters of pedagogy become central to the 

very definition of what constitutes the political and the practices that make it meaningful. 

Critical understanding motivates transformative action, and the affective investments it 

demands can only be brought about by breaking into the hardwired forms of common sense 

that give war and state-supported violence their legitimacy. War does not have to be a 

permanent social relation, nor the primary organizing principle of everyday life, society, and 

foreign policy. The war of all-against-all and the social Darwinian imperative to respond 

positively only to one’s own self-interest represent the death of politics, civic responsibility, and 

ethics, and set the stage for a dysfunctional democracy, if not an emergent authoritarianism. 

The existing neoliberal social order produces individuals who have no commitment, except to 

profit, disdain social responsibility, and loosen all ties to any viable notion of the public good. 

This regime of punishment and privatization is organized around the structuring forces of 

violence and militarization, which produce a surplus of fear, insecurity, and a weakened culture 

of civic engagement—one in which there is little room for reasoned debate, critical dialogue, 

and informed intellectual exchange. Patricia Clough and Craig Willse are right in arguing that we 

live in a society “in which the production and circulation of death functions as political and 

economic recovery.”57 The United States understood as a warfare state prompts a new 

urgency for a collective politics and a social movement capable of negating the current regimes 

of political and economic power, while imagining a different and more democratic social order. 

Until the ideological and structural foundations of violence that are pushing U.S. society over 

the abyss are addressed, the current warfare state will be transformed into a full-blown 

authoritarian state that will shut down any vestige of democratic values, social relations, and 

public spheres. At the very least, the U.S. public owes it to its children and future generations, if 

not the future of democracy itself, to make visible and dismantle this machinery of violence 

while also reclaiming the spirit of a future that works for life rather than death—the future of 
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the current authoritarianism, however dressed up they appear in the spectacles of 

consumerism and celebrity culture. It is time for educators, unions, young people, liberals, 

religious organizations, and other groups to connect the dots, educate themselves, and develop 

powerful social movements that can restructure the fundamental values and social relations of 

democracy while establishing the institutions and formative cultures that make it possible. 

Stanley Aronowitz is right in arguing that: the system survives on the eclipse of the radical 

imagination, the absence of a viable political opposition with roots in the general population, 

and the conformity of its intellectuals who, to a large extent, are subjugated by their secure 

berths in the academy [and though] we can take some solace in 2011, the year of the 

protester…it would be premature to predict that decades of retreat, defeat and silence can be 

reversed overnight without a commitment to what may be termed “a long march” through the 

institutions, the workplaces and the streets of the capitalist metropoles.58 The current protests 

among young people, workers, the unemployed, students, and others are making clear that this 

is not—indeed, cannot be—only a short-term project for reform, but must constitute a political 

and social movement of sustained growth, accompanied by the reclaiming of public spaces, the 

progressive use of digital technologies, the development of democratic public spheres, new 

modes of education, and the safeguarding of places where democratic expression, new 

identities, and collective hope can be nurtured and mobilized. Without broad political and 

social movements standing behind and uniting the call on the part of young people for 

democratic transformations, any attempt at radical change will more than likely be cosmetic. 

Any viable challenge to the new authoritarianism and its theater of cruelty and violence must 

include developing a variety of cultural discourses and sites where new modes of agency can be 

imagined and enacted, particularly as they work to reconfigure a new collective subject, modes 

of sociality, and “alternative conceptualizations of the self and its relationship to others.”59 

Clearly, if the United States is to make a claim to democracy, it must develop a politics that 

views violence as a moral monstrosity and war as virulent pathology. How such a claim to 

politics unfolds remains to be seen. In the meantime, resistance proceeds, especially among the 

young people who now carry the banner of struggle against an encroaching authoritarianism 

that is working hard to snuff out all vestiges of democratic life. 
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Militarism is the root cause of violence. 

Jenkins, Colin. “Coming Home To Roost: American Militarism, War Culture, And Police 
Brutality.” Hampton Institution. February 27, 2014. Web. December 11, 2018. 
<http://www.hamptoninstitution.org/coming-home-to-roost.html#.Vmuxv_krLIU>. 

America’s culture of war and violence was bound to catch up to all of us. Over the past decade, 

yearly US military expenditures more than doubled from a little over $300 billion in 2001 to 

over $682 billion in 2013. [61] [62] US military spending represents 39% of global spending - 

more than the combined spending of China, Russia, United Kingdom, Japan, France, Saudi 

Arabia, Germany, India, Italy, Canada, and Australia. Since 1945, the US military has invaded, 

intervened in, or occupied at least 50 countries.[63] Currently, the US operates and/or controls 

between 700 and 800 military bases worldwide, a list that includes locations in 63 countries. In 

addition to these bases, there are 255, 065 US military personnel deployed in 156 countries 

worldwide.[64] This global military presence has real and often disastrous consequences for 

human life. In the 2011 book, The Deaths of Others: The Fate of Civilians in America’s Wars, 

author John Tirman estimates that “between six and seven million people died in Korea, 

Vietnam and Iraq alone, the majority of them civilians.”[65] However, wartime casualties pale 

in comparison to the lingering effects, chaos, and disorder stemming from prolonged military 

occupations. “In the period 1950-2005, there have been 82 million avoidable deaths from 

deprivation (avoidable mortality, excess deaths, excess mortality, deaths that did not have to 

happen) associated with countries occupied by the US in the post-1945 era.”[66] While it’s 

difficult to gauge how much of a role the military occupations played in this devastation, it’s 

safe to assume the instability created by such occupations factor significantly. The violence that 

is perpetrated abroad mimics the violent culture at home. As of June 2013, it’s estimated that 

there are up to 310 million guns in the US, which amounts to just about one gun per person 

(the US population is 314 million).[67] The next highest number of guns per capita by country is 

Serbia at 58% and Yemen at 55%, compared to the US at 90%.[68] Since 1968, there have been 

1,384,171 gunfire deaths in the US - which amounts to more American deaths than from all of 

the US wars in the nation’s history combined (1,171,177).[69] The US averages 10.2 “firearm-
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related deaths” per every 100,000 people. Americans are 10 times more likely to suffer gun-

related deaths than people in Australia and Ireland; 15 times more likely than people in Turkey; 

40 times more likely than those in England; and 170 times more likely than those in Japan. [70] 

America’s police forces also reflect this culture. And while law enforcement agencies across the 

US have delivered pain and devastation to poorer, inner-city communities for nearly a half-

century, their militarization has only recently begun to attract national attention. Much of this 

attention can be pinpointed to the Occupy Wall Street movement and the response it received 

from police, which included unadulterated brutality against peaceful protesters, unnecessary 

use of force, and the negligent use of tasers and Oleoresin Capsicum (pepper) spray - a 

substance that has been proven to cause “adverse cardiac, respiratory, and neurologic effects, 

including arrhythmias and even sudden death” in some cases.[71] However, it was not merely 

these careless and sadistic actions which have attracted such attention, but rather the changing 

profile of the victims of this brutality - young, white, “middle-class” women and men. “For 25 

years, the primary ‘beneficiaries’ of police militarization have been poor people in high-crime 

areas - people who generally haven’t had the power or platform to speak up,” explains Balko. 

“The Occupy protesters were largely affluent, white, and deft at using cell phones and social 

media to document and publicize incidents of excessive force.” Their public victimization, 

despite falling far short of the police brutality that has existed within communities of color for 

decades, inevitably struck a chord with a nation still inundated with white supremacist ideals 

that assign varying degrees of value to American lives - mainly based on the color of one’s skin 

and their socioeconomic background. Ultimately, white members of the media, seeing 

reflections of their own sons and daughters being abused, suddenly chose to report en masse. 

White viewers, seeing reflections of their neighbors and relatives, suddenly expressed 

widespread disgust. This was no longer an episode of COPS, “glamorizing controversial police 

tactics” and perpetuating “implicit biases regarding race and class.”[72] These were now white, 

middle-class lives being affected and brutalized. Essentially, the hate that Malcolm X spoke of, 

historically reserved for “defenseless black people,” is now developing into indiscriminate rage - 

targeting poor and working-class people of all colors throughout the US. Through this ongoing 

process, it is becoming apparent that even white privilege, in itself, is beginning to lose its 
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immunity from this unaccountable wrath. The 2011 beating of a homeless schizophrenic man, 

Kelly Thomas, in a transit parking lot in Fullerton, California confirmed this wrath. The incident 

was, unbeknown to officers, recorded by security cameras on the night of July 5, 2011, and 

later viewed by millions of Americans as the officers’ trial was closely followed. Thomas was 

unarmed and posed no threat at the time of the beating. “The surveillance camera footage 

shows Thomas being beaten, clubbed and stunned with a Taser by police.” [73]Thomas suffered 

a coma and died five days later in a hospital bed. 

 

 



AFF Military-Industrial Complex AC Jan/Feb 2019 
 
 

Champion Briefs  187 

Militarism condones violence against non-white peoples by defining 

them as disposable. 

Jenkins, Colin. “Coming Home To Roost: American Militarism, War Culture, And Police 
Brutality.” Hampton Institution. February 27, 2014. Web. December 11, 2018. 
<http://www.hamptoninstitution.org/coming-home-to-roost.html#.Vmuxv_krLIU>. 

Any discussion involving American militarism must include the underpinnings of white 

supremacy, an all-encompassing ideology which has ravaged the lives and communities of non-

white peoples for centuries. White supremacy is fueled by objectification and, more specifically, 

the collective dehumanization of peoples of color. Its power lies in the fact that it not only 

transcends the fundamental societal arrangement of class, but that it is embraced largely by 

working class whites who have shown a willingness to internalize and project their own 

oppression onto others - in this case, the non-white working classes. Not surprisingly, this 

foundation extends far beyond the geographic confines of the US, representing the basis for 

which the “White Man’s Burden” and age-old foreign policies like the Roosevelt Corollaryof the 

Monroe Doctrine operate. The ties that bind what Martin Luther King, Jr. once referred to as 

“the giant triplets of racism, materialism, and militarism” cannot be underestimated, as they 

provide the self-righteous, societal “justification” necessary to carry out indiscriminate acts of 

aggression both here and abroad. Social theorist bell hooks’ assessment of George Zimmerman, 

the self-appointed neighborhood watchman turned murderer of Trayvon Martin, captures this 

mindset: “White supremacy has taught him that all people of color are threats irrespective of 

their behavior. Capitalism has taught him that, at all costs, his property can and must be 

protected. Patriarchy has taught him that his masculinity has to be proved by the willingness to 

conquer fear through aggression; that it would be unmanly to ask questions before taking 

action.”[7] When Muhammad Ali refused to fight in Vietnam, famously stating, “I ain’t got no 

quarrel with them Viet Cong; No Viet Cong ever called me nigger,” he was referring to the 

dominant power structure of white supremacy that had not only subjugated him in his own 

country, but also had global implications regarding imperialism, colonialism, and ever-

increasing militarism. Ali, along with other conscious Black Americans, recognized life in the U.S. 
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as a microcosm of the war in Vietnam. Whether in Birmingham, Alabama or the Ben Tre 

Province in South Vietnam, black and brown people were being murdered indiscriminately. 

African Americans had their share of enemies at home - Bull Connor, George Wallace, the Ku 

Klux Klan, the FBI, Jim Crow - and, for good reason, had no vested interest in wars abroad. Their 

priorities were defense and self-preservation in their homeland; not offense and destruction in 

Vietnam. Racism is a cousin to militarism, and its influence on shaping American culture over 

the years is undeniable. Despite misconceptions, reconstruction in the post-slavery US was no 

more kind to Black Americans than during colonial years, especially in the southern states. “In 

the last decades of the nineteenth century, the lynching of Black people in the Southern and 

border states became an institutionalized method used by whites to terrorize Blacks and 

maintain white supremacy,” explains Robert A. Gibson. “In the South, during the period 1880 to 

1940, there was deep-seated and all-pervading hatred and fear of the Negro which led white 

mobs to turn to ‘lynch law’ as a means of social control.”[8] These lynchings were almost always 

spontaneous, rooted in white supremacist and racist emotion, and void any semblance of due 

process. They were also mostly supported - whether through direct supervision or “turning a 

blind eye” - by local politicians, judges, and police forces. According to Tuskegee Institute 

figures, between the years 1882 and 1951, 3,437 African Americans were lynched in the United 

States - a tally that amounts to roughly 50 per year, or a little over 4 per month through the 

lifespan of an entire generation.[9] Essentially, for nearly a century, “freed” slaves were still 

very much at the mercy of, as WEB DuBois once noted, “men who hated and despised Negroes 

and regarded it as loyalty to blood, patriotism to country, and filial tribute to the fathers to lie, 

steal or kill in order to discredit these black folk.” [10] This general hatred was not only 

projected by white citizens throughout the country, but remained institutionalized by laws of 

racial segregation - also known as “Jim Crow” - in much of the US until the 1960s. While the 

courageous and awe-inspiring Civil Rights movement of the ‘60s was successful in curbing some 

government-backed segregation, the ugly stain of white supremacy has endured well into the 

21stcentury through a convoluted lens of extreme poverty, poor education, lack of opportunity, 

and disproportionate imprisonment. It has become blatantly evident within the world of 

‘criminal justice,’ and more specifically through the ways in which law enforcement engages 
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and interacts with Black communities across America. Modern forms of lynching have gained a 

foothold with laws such as New York City’s “Stop and Frisk” and Florida’s infamous “Stand Your 

Ground” - with both providing legal outlets to harass and kill Black Americans at an alarming 

rate. However, even before such laws, police officers terrorized inner-cities for decades. The 

most glaring example occurred in 1991 with the beating of Rodney King - an incident that 

uncovered a deliberate and widespread brand of racist policing as well as “an organizational 

culture that alienates itself from the public it is designed to serve” while teaching “to command 

and confront, not to communicate.”[11] The 2012 murder of Trayvon Martin by George 

Zimmerman served as a sobering reminder of the tragically subhuman value that has been 

placed on Black life in America. Martin’s death rightfully brought on cries of an “open season on 

young black men,” while another 2012 murder, this time of 17-year-old Jordan Davis, who was 

shot and killed by Michael Dunn in broad daylight while sitting in a car with three friends, 

reiterated this fact. Like Martin, Davis was unarmed and posed no threat - and certainly not 

enough of a threat to justify lethal force. In Davis’ case, the murderer, Dunn, indiscriminately 

fired 8 bullets into the vehicle where Davis and his friends were sitting. The public reaction to 

the two murders (adults killing unarmed children, mind you), especially from those who 

somehow felt compelled to defend the killers, as well as the subsequent trials, the posthumous 

(and false) ‘criminalizing’ of the victims with decontextualized images and information, and the 

total absence of justice on both accounts - all products of a long-standing culture of white 

supremacy - exposed the lie that is “post-racial” America. However, these reactions were and 

are nothing new. It has been “open season” on young black males for many years in the US, and 

very few outside African American or activist communities couldn’t care less. One study 

estimates that “one Black person is killed every 24 hours by police, security guards, or 

vigilantes.”[12] Furthermore, “43% of the(se) shootings occurred after an incident of racial 

profiling,” Adam Hudson tells us. “This means police saw a person who looked or behaved 

“suspiciously” largely because of their skin color and attempted to detain the suspect before 

killing them. [13] Many of the victims of these “extrajudicial” killings posed no threat at the 

time of their murders, as was the case with Amadou Diallo, Sean Bell, Oscar Grant, Aaron 

Campbell, Orlando Barlow, Steven Eugene Washington, Ervin Jefferson, Kendrec Mcdade, 
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Kimani Gray, Wendell Allen, Ronald Madison, James Brisette, Tavares McGill, and Victor Steen, 

to name a few. [14] Some, like Brisette (17), Gray (16), McGill (16), and Steen (17), were 

children. Others, like Madison and Steven Eugene Washington, were mentally ill or autistic. All 

were unarmed. If the Rodney King trial taught us (and police) anything, it was that officers in 

the US can inexplicably beat an unarmed and non-threatening Black man to near-death and 

face no consequences for doing so. Twenty years later, this unaccountability on the part of law 

enforcement has evolved into an overly-aggressive and often fatal approach to interacting with 

innocent, young black men. This has never been more evident than during a rash of 

indiscriminate and blatant acts of police brutality in recent years. All peoples of color have 

become viable targets, and some of the most alarming examples have been directed at children 

and people with special needs and disabilities. 
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The biopolitical state manages the population through militarism, 

thus implicitly conditioning citizens to become “productive” and 

proper soldiers – in the culture of war, those deemed deviant are 

disposable. 

Giroux, Henry. “Violence, USA: The Warfare State And The Hardening Of Everyday Life.” 
Truthout. May 02, 2012. Web. December 11, 2018. 
<https://truthout.org/articles/violence-usa-the-warfare-state-and-the-brutalizing-of-
everyday-life/>. 

The politics and pedagogy of death begins in the celebration of war and ends in the unleashing 

of violence on all those considered disposable on the domestic front. A survival-of-the-fittest 

ethic and the utter annihilation of the Other have now become normalized, saturating 

everything from state policy to institutional practices to the mainstream media. How else to 

explain the growing taste for violence in, for example, the world of professional sports, 

extending from professional hockey to extreme martial arts events? The debased nature of 

violence and punishment seeping into the U.S. cultural landscape becomes clear in the recent 

revelation that the New Orleans Saints professional football team was “running a ‘bounty 

program’ which rewarded players for inflicting injuries on opposing players.”37 In what 

amounts to a regime of terror pandering to the thrill of the crowd and a take-no-prisoners 

approach to winning, a coach offered players a cash bonus for “laying hits that resulted in other 

athletes being carted off the field or landing on the injured player list.”38 The bodies of those 

considered competitors, let alone enemies, are now targeted as the war-as-politics paradigm 

turns the United States into a warfare state. And even as violence flows out beyond the 

boundaries of state-sponsored militarism and the containment of the sporting arena, citizens 

are increasingly enlisted to maximize their own participation and pleasure in violent acts as part 

of their everyday existence—even when fellow citizens become the casualties. Maximizing the 

pleasure of violence with its echo of fascist ideology far exceeds the boundaries of state-

sponsored militarism and violence. Violence can no longer be defined as an exclusively state 

function, since the market in its various economic and cultural manifestations now enacts its 
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own violence on numerous populations no longer considered of value. Perhaps nothing signals 

the growing market-based savagery of the contemporary moment more than the privatized and 

corporate-fueled gun culture of the United States. 
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Militarism entrenches patriarchy and sexist gender roles. 

White, Aaronette. “All The Men Are Fighting For Freedom, All The Women Are Mourning Their 
Men, But Some Of Us Carried G.” Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society. 2007. 
Web. December 11, 2018. 
<https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/pdfplus/10.1086/513021>. 

As social institutions, military forces are not gender neutral. The ideology of militarism interacts with discrete forms of military 
organizations to produce gender identities consonant with patriarchal ideology and practices (Cock 1991; de Waal 2002; Enloe 
2004b). Militarist and patriarchal ideologies and practices often work against democratic values associated with revolutionary 
transformation. Thus nationalist parties engaged in armed struggle often end up “shooting democracy in the foot” (Mama 2000). 
The patriarchal nature of war, militarism, and military training combined to perpetuate violent injustices and entrench colonized 
mentalities that Fanon predicted revolutionary violence would eradicate (Mama 2000; de Waal 2002; Campbell 2003). The 
patriarchal mentality of many African men nurtured under colonial rule was reinforced during independence struggles as 
nationalist consciousness became militarized through values imparted by involvement with the armed forces (Cock 1991; de 
Waal 2002; Enloe 2004b). Authoritarianism and the notion of combat as men’s work promoted narrow, hypermasculine views of 
manhood (e.g., manhood as aggressive, competitive, stoic, and the opposite of anything feminine). Revolutionary war also 
produced sexual divisions of labor that worked against the equal recognition of women by men in military forces. As an ideology, 
militarism construes violence in terms of various masculine ideals—courage, virility, chivalry, and superiority (Mama 2000; de 
Waal 2002; Enloe 2004b). Authoritarianism, deemed essential to military organization, construes power in terms of absolute 
authority, hierarchy, and obedience (de Waal 2002). By privileging hierarchy and rule by command, authoritarianism works 
against democratic values such as free expression, consensus, egalitarianism, and transparency in decision making (de Waal 
2002). Authoritarian values are important to military organizations because war is strategic, aimed at gaining and exercising 
power. Combat is the manifestation of power in its most brutal and uncompromising form (de Waal 2002). Authoritarianism 
molds a soldier who will obey orders without thinking and will internalize unquestioning loyalty to his superiors in ways that 
minimize the chance that he will flinch in combat (Grossman 1995; de Waal 2002). However, by fostering blind compliance 
military values work against the autonomy of soldiers, regardless of gender, complicating any sense of agency that Fanon 
claimed combat would restore. This blind compliance works against women’s sense of agency, in particular, because prewar 
gender inequalities are exacerbated by a predominantly male military leadership more prone to abuse its power during the war 
given the subordinate status of most female soldiers combined with the stress of life in the camps. In addition to the 
authoritarianism that pervades the military as a social institution, the stereotype of the supermacho combat soldier perpetuates 
hypermasculine attitudes and values that also work against a male soldier’s recognition of a woman soldier (or any woman) as his 
equal. South African feminist sociologist Jacklyn Cock elaborates: “War does not challenge women to prove that they are 
women, whereas wars have been historically symbolized as the touchstone of ‘manliness.’ The concept of war as a proving 
ground of manliness has centered on the notion of combat, which is understood to be the ultimate test of masculinity, and thus 
crucial to the ideological structure of patriarchy” (1991, 235–36). The guerrilla warfare tactics used in most of Africa’s 
revolutionary wars did not rely on hand-to-hand combat. They often relied on ambushing patrols, sabotaging communication and 
transportation lines, and making hit-and-run attacks against enemy posts—tasks women are fully capable of carrying out 
(Goldman 1982; Cock 1991; Goldstein 2001). Yet the myth of combat as men’s work dies hard; even with today’s 
technologically sophisticated war weaponry, the “presumption that a man is unproven in his manhood until he has engaged in 
collective, violent, and physical struggle against someone categorized as the enemy” is widespread (Enloe 1983, 13). Indeed, 
Fanon’s arguments concerning the transformative potential of war resonate with such masculinist overtones. Masculinist notions 
also serve as powerful tools for making men into soldiers because military forces encourage aggressiveness and competitiveness 
while censuring emotional expression and denouncing physically weak soldiers as effeminate (Enloe 1983; Cock 1991; Goldstein 
2001). Combat readiness, male bonding, and social cohesion are achieved through military training by emphasizing the otherness 
of both women and the enemy: women represent the weaker sex, home and hearth, and the need to be protected, while the enemy 
represents the weaker force to be dominated and conquered (Enloe 1983; Cock 1991; Goldstein 2001). Given the interactive 
relationship among militarism, military forces as social institutions, and combat as the test of a man’s masculinity, it is not 
surprising that women have been excluded from most combat, whether in conventional or guerrilla armies (Goldman 1982; Cock 
1991; Goldstein 2001).11 
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Imperialist warmongering will continue as a result of militaristic 

politicians unless alternative strategies are promoted through policy 

making. 

Bandow, Doug. “Battling The Bipartisan Consensus For War.” CATO. March 15, 2010. Web. 
December 11, 2018. <http://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/battling-
bipartisan-consensus-war?>. 

It is this world which brought representatives from Right to Left together. Participants 

discussed rhetoric: criticizing “imperialism,” for instance, resonates far better with the Left than 

the Right. But there was broad agreement on policy. Washington today has a strategy of 

“empire.” The U.S. isn’t the same as the Roman or British empires, to be sure. But American 

foreign and military policy could hardly be further from those one would expect from a 

constitutional republic with a government of limited powers intended to concentrate on 

protecting the safety and liberty of its citizens. Thus, Americans need real change, not the faux 

variety offered by the Obama administration. The military should be configured to defend 

America, not client states around the globe. U.S. taxpayers should not be fleeced to subsidize 

wealthy allies. Washington should not use patriotic 18-year-olds to occupy Third World states, 

treating them like American satrapies, governed by U.S. ambassadors. Uncle Sam should stop 

trying to micro-manage the globe, treating every conflict or controversy as America’s own, 

exaggerating foreign threats and inflating Washington’s abilities. The price of today’s policy of 

empire is high. Far from being the costless adventure imagined by members of Washington’s 

ubiquitous sofa samurai, war is the ultimate big government program, a threat to Americans’ 

life, prosperity, and liberty. So far the Iraqi “cakewalk” has resulted in the death of roughly 

4400 Americans and 300 other coalition soldiers. Then there are tens of thousands of maimed 

and injured Americans, others suffering from PSD, and numerous broken families and 

communities. At least 100,000 and probably many more Iraqis have died. Some estimates run 

up to a million, a truly astonishing number. America’s ivory tower warriors seem particularly 

unconcerned about dead foreigners. However many Iraqis died, it is treated as a small price to 

pay for the privilege of being liberated by Washington. Another cost is financial. Direct military 
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outlays this year will run over $700 billion. Iraq is ultimately likely cost $2 or $3 trillion. 

Washington spends more on “defense,” adjusted for inflation, today than at any point during 

the Cold War, Korean War, and Vietnam War. The U.S. accounts for nearly half of the globe’s 

military expenditures. American taxpayers pay to defend prosperous and populous European 

states. Japan devotes about a fourth as much of its economic strength to the military as does 

the U.S. The NATO member which makes the most military effort is crisis-prone Greece — in 

response to nominal ally Turkey. For years American taxpayers spent as much as South Koreans 

to defend the Republic of Korea. Such generosity might have made sense in the aftermath of 

World War II, when so many Asian and European states had been ruined by war and faced 

Stalin’s Soviet Union and Mao’s China. No longer, however. Especially with the U.S. budget 

deficit expected to run nearly $1.6 trillion this year alone. Over the next decade Uncle Sam 

likely will rack up another $10 trillion in red ink. In effect, Washington is borrowing every penny 

which it is spending to defend other nations. Liberty also suffers from a policy of empire. “War 

is the health of the state,” intoned Randolph Bourne, and it certainly is the health of the 

national security state. The constitutional deformations of the Bush years were legendary, yet 

President Barack Obama has done little to rein in his predecessor’s lawless conduct. Executive 

aggrandizement, government secrecy, privacy violations, military arrests and trials, and 

constitutional violations. The U.S. is in danger of losing its republican soul. Of course, one could 

imagine a truly necessary war which would have to be fought almost irrespective of cost—

World War II, perhaps. However, while jihadist terrorists are ugly and murderous, they are a 

poor substitute for Adolf Hitler with armored divisions and Joseph Stalin with nuclear weapons. 

We aren’t fighting World War III. We aren’t fighting anything close to World War III. And if we 

were in such a conflict, a policy of empire, of meddling around the globe, of engaging in 

international social engineering, would be about the most foolish strategy possible. Most of 

what the U.S. military does has nothing to do with American security: protecting European 

states threatened by no one, aiding a South Korea which vastly out ranges its northern 

antagonist, attempting to turn decrepit Third World states into liberal democracies and 

Western allies. The problem of terrorism is real, but is best met by sophisticated, targeted 

countermeasures rather than promiscuous blunt-force intervention. The war in Iraq has 
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enhanced Iran’s strategic position, weakened America’s reputation, stretched U.S. military 

forces, spurred terrorist recruitment, and confirmed the radical terrorist narrative. A lengthy 

occupation of Afghanistan and overflow combat into Pakistan risk doing much the same—

potentially for years. Expanded American intervention in Somalia, Yemen, and elsewhere would 

have a similar effect. Militaristic sloganeering, patriotic preening, and demagogic ranting are no 

substitute for making a realistic assessment both of threats and capabilities. Meeting 

participants agreed that pro-peace activists must seize back the patriotic mantle. Patriotism 

should no longer be the last refuge of the scoundrel, used to shield from scrutiny policies 

drafted by those personally unwilling to serve which have wreaked death and destruction 

abroad and increased debt and insecurity at home. And any antiwar movement should 

welcome those who have worn the nation’s uniforms, whose courage has been misused by self-

serving politicians. This is not the first time that people from across the political spectrum have 

joined in an attempt to stop imperialist adventures. Various groups opposed the Spanish-

American War and especially the brutal occupation of the Philippines. Woodrow Wilson’s 

bloody crusade for democracy was resisted by conservatives and progressives; socialist Eugene 

Debs went to prison for criticizing that conflict. Left and Right even opposed Franklin Delano 

Roosevelt’s surreptitious push for war, though the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor and 

German declaration of war ultimately made involvement inevitable. Indeed, mainstream 

American concern about international adventurism goes back to George Washington’s famed 

farewell address warning against “foreign entanglements” and consequent “overgrown military 

establishments.” Secretary of State John Quincy Adams warned against going abroad “in search 

of monsters to destroy.” Future Civil War generals Ulysses S. Grant and Robert E. Lee expressed 

disquiet at America’s rapacious war with Mexico even while serving their nation in that very 

conflict. “The commercial interests” angered war-hawk Teddy Roosevelt for opposing his 

campaign for war against Spain. Middle America resisted demands that the U.S. join both great 

European wars of the 20th century. President Dwight D. Eisenhower left office warning about 

the military-industrial complex. Unfortunately, politicians have proved extraordinarily adept at 

rousing, at least temporarily, public support for foreign military adventures. Resisting the ivory 

tower warmongers will be no easier today. But those who believe in peace have no choice but 
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to try, and try again. Peace should be America’s natural condition. Unfortunately, it will not be 

so as long as today’s unnatural alliance of liberal and neoconservative hawks runs U.S. foreign 

policy. And only the American people can take back control. The future of the American people 

and republic is at stake. 
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Hegemony is the most conflict-prone system. 

Monteiro, Nuno. “Theory Of Unipolar Politics.” Cambridge University Press. 2014. Web. 
December 11, 2018. <Book >. 

At the same time, the first two-and-a-half decades of our unipolar system have been anything 

but peaceful in what concerns U.S, involvement in interstate conflict. U.S. forces have been 

employed in four interstate wars – Kuwait (1991), Kosovo (1999), Afghanistan (2001-), and Iraq 

(2oo3-2011) – in addition to many smaller interventions including Bosnia, Haiti, Somalia, and 

Sudan.5 As a result, the United States has been at war for fifteen of the twenty-five years since 

the end of the Cold War, In fact, the first two-and-a-half decades of unipolarity — representing 

around 1o percent of U.S. history account for more than 30 percent of the nation’s total 

wartime.6 For critics of U.S. interventionism, “the central question [of contemporary 

international politics] is how to contain and moderate the use of military force by the United 

States.”8 Table 5 presents a list of great powers divided into three periods: from 1816 to 1945, 

multipolarity; from 1946 to 1989, bipolarity; and unipolarity since 1990.9 Table 6 then presents 

summary data about the incidence of war during each of these periods. Unipolarity is by far the 

most conflict prone of all systems according to two important criteria: the percentage of years 

that great powers spend at war and the incidence of war involving great powers. In 

multipolarity, 18 percent of great-power years were spent at war versus 16 percent in 

bipolarity. In unipolarity, in contrast, a remarkable 64 percent of great-power years have been 

until now spent at war – by far the highest percentage in all systems. Furthermore, during 

multipolarity and bipolarity the probability that war involving a great power would, break out in 

any given year was, respectively, 4.2 percent and 3.4 percent. Under unipolarity, it is 16.o 

percent – or around four times higher. It might be argued that the higher number of years that 

great powers spent at war under unipolarity are merely the result of the long, grinding, and 

unforeseen occupations of Afghanistan and Iraq by U.S. forces.11 But even if these two wars 

had gone according to U.S. plans – if the Afghanistan War had ended in the spring of 2002 and 

the Iraq War in the summer of 2003 – unipolarity would still be particularly prone to great-

power involvement in war. Even if the United States had not occupied either Afghanistan or 
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Iraq, it would still have spent 16.0 percent of the post-Cold War years at war, which is about the 

same as the respective percentages for bipolar and multipolar systems. In other words, even if 

the United States had refrained from any military occupations, the frequency of its use of 

military force in major operations would still give us no reason to believe that unipolarity is any 

more peaceful than any other past configuration of the international system. As things turned 

out in both Afghanistan and Iraq, the last two-and-a-half decades saw a sharp increase in both 

the incidence of conflict and the percentage of great-power years spent at war. This is a 

particularly puzzling finding given that the current unipole – the United States – is a democracy 

in a world populated by more democracies than at any time in the past. In light of arguments 

about how democracies are better able to solve disputes peacefully, choose to engage only in 

those wars they can win, and tend to fight shorter wars, the United States should have spent 

fewer years at war than previous nondemocratic great powers.12 As we can see, post-Cold War 

history can be used in support of both the widespread claim that the overall level of conflict has 

declined and of the claim that the United States has experienced an unprecedented level of 

involvement in interstate war. Reality seems to be chafing against the view that unipolarity 

produces no incentives for confilict; at least in what concerns the unipole’s involvement in 

interstate wars, the past two-and-a-half decades seem to point in the opposite direction. 
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Military assistance leads to aid fungibility. 

Devarajan, Shantavanan. “The Implications Of Foreign Aid Fungibility For Development 
Assistance.” World Bank. 1998. Web. December 11, 2018. 
<http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/660401468766542269/pdf/multi-
page.pdf>. 

By providing assistance, foreign governments and international donor agencies attempt to 

influence the public expenditure policies of recipient governments. Similarly, in a federal 

system of governance, subsidies and grants are used by governments to influence the budget of 

a subsidiary government. Aid is also used to influence individual behavior (e.g., food stamps). 

The link between aid and the recipient=s budgetary allocation, however, is not straightforward 

because some aid may be Afungible.@ For example, if a government would have undertaken a 

donor-financed project in the absence of that financing, then donor funds simply relax the 

government=s budget constraint and finance, at the margin, something else. In a federal 

structure of governance, aid earmarked for a subsidiary government could end up replacing 

funds that the federal government would have given in the absence of that aid. Similarly, food 

stamps or rent subsidies to poor individuals may end up financing other consumption. 2.1 Aid 

fungibility: A definition Suppose an aid donor gives money to build a primary school in a poor 

country. If the recipient government would have built the school anyway, then the 

consequence of the aid is to release resources for the government to spend on other items. 

Thus, while the primary school may still get built, the aid is financing some other expenditure 

(or tax reduction) by the government. In such a case, donor assistance is said to be fungible. 

This concept of fungibility could be illustrated a bit more rigorously. Suppose a country spends 

its total resources on a single private good, Cp, and two public goods, G1 and G2. All three 

goods are normal (non-inferior). It pays for these goods by means of domestically generated 

resources. In addition to its own resources, the country receives earmarked assistance towards 

the purchase of good G2 from a donor agency. For simplicity, we assume that there is no 

impact of aid on the relative price of the two goods. Figure 1 captures this scenario. BB` 

represents allocation choices that can be financed from domestic resources, and given the 

preferences of the recipient country, point A represents the preferred resource allocation. An 
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amount F of earmarked foreign aid is given for G2. The donor agency and the recipient country 

are assumed to have different preferences regarding how aid should be spent. (If they have 

identical preferences, then the distinction between earmarked aid or pure budgetary support 

has no meaning.) While the donor agency would like the aid funds to be spent on G2 at the 

margin, for a variety of reasons, it is unable to monitor the intended pattern of public spending. 

Upon receiving aid, therefore, the recipient country is able to make it fungible by changing both 

the level and composition of its public expenditure program. If the recipient country can treat 

the entire aid amount as a pure supplement to its domestic resources, then aid is fully 

fungible.3 As illustrated in Figure 1, the post-aid resource constraint is B`C`C ; the horizontal 

segment, B`C`, indicates that at least the aid amount has to be spent on G2. The new optimal 

resource allocation is given by the point E. The latter indicates that in spending the acquired aid 

resources on good G2, the country diverts some of its own resources from G2 to Cp and G1. 

Suppose, on the other hand, the recipient country does not divert any of its resources away 

from the aided good while spending the earmarked aid on it. This could be due to the donor 

agency=s effective public expenditure monitoring process. In such a case, aid is fully non-

fungible. The optimal allocation mix of the country=s own resources is not influenced by the aid 

amount and point A (in Figure 1) continues to be the country=s preferred mix. Aid to G2, 

however, increases overall utility. The post-aid consumption point, D, is on a higher indifference 

curve U2. This indicates that even if the aid was fully non fungible, the recipient country would 

still benefit. Finally, if the country can treat a portion, f (0 that has been applied to data, when 

the fungibility coefficient f is estimated (see Feyzioglu et al., 1998, for an application). 2.2 

Consequences of aid fungibility The preceding section shows that if donor and recipient 

preferences differ, it is possible that the latter could convert aid into fungible resources. In 

granting aid, donors often require that proceeds be used for the purposes for which they are 

granted. The recipient could fulfill that conditionality by spending aid money for the purposes 

for which it was given. Yet, the earmarked funds may be releasing resources— that are already 

available to the recipient— for some other purpose. Is this a bad outcome? Not necessarily. 

Proponents of foreign aid argue that notwithstanding the diversion of local spending, aid 

money is intrinsically more effective than local spending as it comes packaged with technical 
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assistance and superior management skills of donor agencies. Indeed, it is quite likely that 

donor involvement may increase the rate of return on the project. It may also lead to changes 

in policy, institutions, and project design. Yet, if aid funds crowd-out domestic resources from 

that activity, they may end up financing, at the margin, very different and perhaps undesirable 

activities. In such a case, the developmental impact of external assistance may be quite 

different from that perceived from traditional measures of project success including the 

economic rate of return Precluding aid fungibility appears to be simple, at least on paper. All 

that is needed is conditionality on incremental spending. In practice, however, it is difficult to 

figure out what the recipient government would have done in the absence of that donor 

financing. Estimating the counterfactual is problematic. In most cases when they target aid to 

particular sectors, donor agencies use a proxy (e.g., the previous year’s spending) of what the 

recipient government would have spent in the absence of aid. Treating past years= composition 

of spending as the pre-aid composition may not be very meaningful if the change in domestic 

resources is large relative to foreign aid. Moreover, the multiplicity of donors further 

complicates the analysis. The bottom line is that in most cases it is difficult to preclude 

switching of donor funds at the margin. Even if nonfungibility can be established, the recipient 

may not feel Aownership@ for the project if it was not planning to include in its expenditure 

program. The win-win situation results only if there is preference matching between the donor 

and the recipient and they both want to undertake the project which would not have been 

feasible in the absence of donor financing. If most aid is fungible and it is difficult to search for 

non-fungible projects, what choices do the donors have to make aid more effective? In section 

3 of this paper, we argue that a solution to this fungibility problem is to tie assistance to an 

overall public expenditure program (of the recipient country) that provides adequate resources 

to crucial sectors. To operationalize this reform program, the section proposes a new lending 

instrument— a public expenditure reform loan (PERL). A PERL would tie an institution=s lending 

strategy with the achievement of a set of mutually agreed development goals of the recipient 

country. 
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Aid fungibility causes money to go to corrupt politicians and misuses 

funds—their evidence exists in a vacuum. 

Stewart, James. “The Fungibility Problem: Budget Support, Aid On Delivery Or Project Aid?.”. 
January, 2013. Web. December 11, 2018. 
<http://recom.wider.unu.edu/article/fungibility-problem-budget-support-aid-delivery-
or-project-aid.>. 

One persistent concern raised during discussions of whether aid effectively promotes the goals 

of donors is fungibility, that is; the possibility that aid is used in ways not intended by donors 

when disbursing the funds. It could be used to lower taxes, to fund projects in a different 

sector, or simply to line the pockets of corrupt officials. In the WIDER Working Paper ‘Fungibility 

and the Choice of Aid Modalities: The Red Herring Revisited’ Stefan Leiderer looks at three 

different aid modalities and assesses the impact each has on aid fungibility. Project aid, budget 

support, and aid on delivery The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness (2005) addressed the 

concern that international development assistance has often been compromised due to 

unintended side effects caused by the way aid had traditionally been provided. Traditional 

project-based aid has been criticized on a number of grounds; focusing on individual projects 

leads to high transaction costs and often only generates short-term improvements in specific 

sectors. Furthermore, as Leiderer points out in his Working Paper, project-based aid has been 

criticized for not giving recipient countries enough ownership over the development process, 

and for following donor rather than recipient priorities. In addition to this, the parallel systems 

for managing aid resources established by the donors have the potential effect of undermining 

the recipient country’s own administrative systems. In an attempt to remedy these problems, 

donors in recent times have increasingly moved towards programme-based approaches (PBAs) 

which emphasize recipient country ownership and donor coordination. The most consistent 

form of PBA is general budget support (GBS). GBS involves supporting national development 

and poverty reduction strategies in developing countries by contributing money directly to the 

recipient country’s treasury. GBS is intended to improve the aid process in a number of ways. In 

particular GBS should lead to a reduction in transaction costs, an increase in the predictability 

of funding, and lead to the kind of government-wide policy that cannot be achieved by stand-
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alone aid projects. Leiderer points out that in theory GBS should also increase government 

accountability, improve the recipient country’s public financial management, and encourage a 

greater focus on mid-term effectiveness by focussing on national development objectives 

rather than donor driven priorities. Regardless of the potential benefits of GBS the move in that 

direction has garnered criticism from the aid community and the general public in donor 

countries. Opponents argue that aid given in the form of GBS is fungible and as such likely to 

end up in the pockets of corrupt government officials or to be spent on things unwarranted by 

the public in donor countries. This criticism led to the search for aid instruments that could 

ensure that recipients used the provided resources in line with donor preferences while at the 

same time avoiding the problems associated with project-based aid. One such instrument is aid 

on delivery (AoD). AoD is a form of aid that is disbursed proportionally to the achievement of 

pre-defined goals by the recipient country. This is intended to allow donors to fund expenditure 

on their priorities without having to get involved in implementation. The general view amongst 

policy makers seems to be that AoD does provide donors with much more influence over how 

aid is spent, however there is little empirical research on this issue. Leiderer attempts to fill this 

gap by assessing whether the risk of fungibility does significantly differ between these different 

aid modalities and by suggesting ways that donors can deal with this. He does this by employing 

a formal model of the government’s allocation decision. Fungibility The first question Leiderer 

seeks to answer is whether aid delivered in the form of GBS is really more fungible than project-

based aid. Initially it may seem logical to suppose that this is the case as project aid is spent 

directly on donor priorities whereas GBS goes into the recipient country’s budget to do with as 

they wish. However Leiderer suggests that this may not always be the case. If project aid is 

spent in sectors where otherwise the government would have to spend money then the 

government can simply reallocate their spending from that area in order to achieve their ideal 

resource distribution. In fact Leiderer argues that project aid will only be less fungible than GBS 

if the recipient country is highly dependent on aid or has a low initial commitment to donor 

priorities. Turning to AoD it appears that a similar argument may follow. While recipients only 

receive AoD after achieving objectives the donors have prioritized, they could simply use the 

money they receive to spend on their own priorities to return the overall allocation of 
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resources to the one preferred by the recipient government rather than by the donors. 

However AoD does reduce the opportunity costs associated with investing in donor priorities 

and as such is more effective in encouraging such spending in countries with low and moderate 

aid dependency. However, all the above assumes that donors have perfect information of the 

recipient governments own commitment to donor priorities. If this is hidden from donors, as is 

likely in reality, then the recipient government can ensure their own preferred outcome by 

misstating their commitment. However the way in which recipient governments are 

incentivized to misstate their commitment differs according to the modality on offer. If donors 

offer GBS then recipient governments have an incentive to overstate their commitment as 

donors will give GBS only if they believe the governments priorities are in line with their own. If 

AoD is offered then recipient governments have an incentive to understate their commitment 

as donors feel the need to incentivise investment in their priorities. In his paper Leiderer lays 

out a model which shows that: If donors coordinate their actions they can use these 

countervailing incentives to eliminate part of the fungibility problem. Donors simply need to 

offer a mix of GBS and AoD and decide on a level of indicated government commitment at 

which they will convert either the entire aid budget or just the GBS tranche to project aid. By 

mixing modalities in this way donors can incentivize recipient governments to self-select into 

the most appropriate aid modality. Leiderer concludes that this model provides a strong 

argument in favour of PBAs over project aid. If aid is delivered as an appropriate mix of GBS and 

AoD then the problem of fungibility is no greater than it is with project-based aid, and PBAs 

have the advantage of reducing transaction costs and giving recipient countries greater 

ownership over the development process. Leiderer notes that one clear policy implication of 

this is that if donors want to avoid the problem of fungibility they need to focus on the 

coordination and harmonization of their various development programmes. 
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Aid only creates corrupt organization that don’t actually disperse the 

money and only make it harder for local economies to grow – guts 

solvency and turns the aff. 

Lea, Jonathan. “Why Foreign Aid Is Harmful.” No publication. March 19, 2015. Web. December 
11, 2018. <, https://www.jonathanlea.net/2015/why-foreign-aid-is-harmful/) >. 

The economic environment that created aid bureaucracies has therefore built unproductive 

organisations that define their output as money disbursed rather than service delivered, 

produce many low-return observable outputs like glossy reports and “frameworks” that can be 

used to justify their spending and put enormous demands on those with scarce administrative 

skills in poor countries who could otherwise be engaged in doing something useful. This 

growing phalanx of corrupt, meddling, unaccountable and overpaid bureaucrats imposed on 

countries thus makes it very hard for local businesses and wealth creating activities to develop 

as the imposition of these parasitical alien administrations not only hoover up and corrupt the 

brightest and most dynamic of the host population but also spin a suffocating web of rules and 

regulations devoid from any local business context 
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Aid allows recipient governments to enact whatever they please with 

no regards for citizens as they solely require appeasement of the lend 

countries – causes authoritarianism and alienates the impoverished 

turns case. 

Lea, Jonathan. “Why Foreign Aid Is Harmful.” No publication. March 19, 2015. Web. December 
11, 2018. <, https://www.jonathanlea.net/2015/why-foreign-aid-is-harmful/) >. 

As aid flows in, citizens of the recipient countries effectively become dis-enfranchised as 

increasingly all their governments need to do to stay in power is to court and cater to foreign 

donors. Such governments have less of a need to raise taxes, and as long as they pay their army 

and security apparatus well, they can be relatively relaxed about the views and opinions of their 

disgruntled people. Its stated that across Africa, over 70% of government income comes from 

foreign aid, meaning that such administrations are seriously compromised and unlikely to act in 

accordance with the interests of their populations. Similarly, in donor countries, for all the 

billions of dollars of foreign aid money appropriated from their taxpayers over the years, no 

clear, effective system has ever been put in place to hold aid recipients and governments 

accountable for how the money is spent. Such spending serves to increase the power and 

unaccountability of governments and lessen the influence of otherwise free thinking and 

responsible individuals who would be able to trade and produce wealth through voluntary 

exchange. This anti-democratic system has reinforced social inequities and perpetuated cycles 

of political abuse that lead to an entrenched and pernicious from of authoritarianism that 

empowers the elite few, while keeping a majority of people in abject poverty. The West stands 

by duplicitously and watches as a succession of wily autocrats in recipient countries hone their 

skills to beat back any democratic challenge and carry out the bidding of their overseas 

masters.
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Military aid key to secure policy objectives in the South China Sea. 

Schwellenbach, Samantha. “IMPLEMENTATION AND UTILIZATION OF SECURITY ASSISTANCE: A 
MULTI-COUNTRY ANALYSIS.” Naval Postgraduate School. September, 2015. Web. 
December 11, 2018. <https://apps.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/1009316.pdf>. 

Regional trends for both U.S. and Russian programs indicate growing engagement in the Near 

East South Asia and East Asia-Pacific regions that can likely be attributed to China’s rising 

threat, from the perspective of both the implementing and recipient nations. The United States 

and Russia are both concerned with China’s rise to global power and keen to protect their own 

interests. Incidentally, countries in the region are also extremely anxious about China’s 

aggression in the South China Sea. From 2006– 2013, countries in these regions accounted for 

over 80 percent of U.S. FMS agreements, (DSCA, 2013), 95 percent of FMF budget allocation 

(DSCA, 2013), and approximately 73 percent of Russian arms transfers (SIPRI, 2015). While 

recipient regions share strong similarities, the programs within the regions are more diverse. 

With the exception of the Near East and South Asia, the top recipient country in each region 

accounts for a relatively small portion of security assistance from the other country. This level 

of assistance is a key indicator of foreign policy objectives and demonstrates while intersecting 

regional concerns are occurring, less commonality results at the national level. 
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TURN - US military aid to other countries is comparatively better than 

defense contractors selling weapons to other countries directly. The 

US has regulations to prevent misuse. 

Czerska, Alexandra. “THE GLOBALIZATION OF DEFENSE PRODUCTION AND DISTRIBUTION: 
IMPACTS ON U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY.” Johns Hopkins. May, 2016. Web. December 11, 
2018. < https://jscholarship.library.jhu.edu/bitstream/handle/1774.2/38085/CZERSKA-
THESIS-2015.pdf.>. 

However, the U.S. does not sell weapons to countries based on the fact that if they do not, the 

countries can purchase weapons elsewhere. The sale of weapons, in large quantities and of 

high capability allows the U.S. to strengthen its relations with the purchasing states because it 

demonstrates the trust the U.S. has in the purchasing state and the strong alignment between 

the countries. The ability to halt sales of major weapon systems also acts as a barganing tool 

with which the U.S. can influence its allies to act in accordance with the moral imperatives and 

strategic interests of the U.S. It is in the 122 interest of the U.S. to be the dominant exporter, 

especially to allied countries situated in unstable regions because U.S. regulations are in place 

to safeguard for regional stability and human rights. These exports ultimately boost U.S. foreign 

relations as well as U.S. national security. The regulations in place allow the U.S. to have the 

ability to halt exports in order to prevent arms exports from getting out of control and spiraling 

into arms races. Under U.S. stewardship, weapons sold can be used as a stabilizing deterrent in 

the regions they are exported to, rather than act as an instigator of conflict. 
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Military aid actually goes towards diplomacy. 

Edward, Willard. “Military Diplomacy: An Essential Tool Of Foreign Policy At The Theater 
Strategic Level.” School of Advanced Military Studies. 2006. Web. December 11, 2018. 
<http://www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a450837.pdf>. 

The driving concept behind this monograph is the thesis that not only does the military conduct 

diplomacy, but military diplomacy, at the combatant command level, provides a theater 

strategic capability essential to the effective implementation of United States foreign policy. 

The monograph demonstrates that this capability arises from several organizational 

advantages. First, the authority vested in the combatant commander facilitates the 

development, resourcing and execution of military diplomacy programs within a unified chain 

of command. Second, the combatant command contains a highly capable staff founded on 

historically proven structures and doctrine. Third, an extensive network of personnel and 

organizations positioned to coordinate and liaise across multiple levels of authority facilitates 

the implementation of military diplomacy activities [and]. Finally, an unmatched pool of 

resources, from which to execute military diplomacy, allows for great flexibility and 

responsiveness when adjusting to a complex environment. 
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U.S. security commitments solve back Asian political instability. 

Cheng, Dean. “U.S. Asian Policy: America’s Security Commitment To Asia Needs More Forces.” 
Heritage Foundation. August, 2012. Web. December 11, 2018. 
<http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2012/08/americas-security-commitment-
to-asia-needs-more-forces >. 

A strong American economic, diplomatic, and military presence in the region is also necessary 

because Asia remains politically unstable. The Cold War, for example, has not concluded in Asia, 

as China and Taiwan and the two Koreas remain separated by deep ideological divides. 

Moreover, significant territorial disputes also persist; in the South China Sea, for example, the 

People’s Republic of China (PRC), Taiwan, Malaysia, the Philippines, Vietnam, and Brunei all 

have competing, overlapping claims. These long-standing disputes and historical animosities 

have prevented political cohesion or a regional architecture comparable to either the North 

Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) or the European Union (EU), or even a region-wide free 

trade zone (as the proposed Free Trade Area of the Asia–Pacific). Indeed, there are few bilateral 

alliances between Asian states. Amid these conflicting interests and mutual suspicion, the 

United States has proved to be the only nation with both the capabilities and the historical 

record necessary to assume the role of regional balancer and “honest broker.” Consequently, 

the United States is the hub of a “wagon wheel” of bilateral alliances that undergirds regional 

security. While Japan and South Korea have only recently agreed to undertake staff talks with 

each other, both sides have long maintained channels of communications through their 

respective alliances with the United States, and the attendant U.S. Forces Korea (USFK) and U.S. 

Forces Japan (USFJ). And yet, historical animosities still continue to hinder South Korean–

Japanese relations. This regional balancing is of such importance that many local states are 

subsidizing the American presence. Japan, for example, provides funding for virtually every 

aspect of the American military forces in Japan, from fuel expenditures to maintenance costs. 

Indeed, under the Host Nation Support agreement signed this past year, Japan will provide 188 

billion yen ($2.4 billion) per year over the next five years to offset the cost of stationing U.S. 

military forces in Japan. South Korea also spends substantial sums of money on the USFK, 

paying $800 million, or 47 percent, of U.S. non-personnel stationing costs.[2] In addition, the 
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infrastructure that has grown over the past six decades in many Asian states represents 

substantial value: U.S. bases on Okinawa, or access to facilities in Thailand and Singapore, 

would be unimaginably expensive if they had to be acquired today. 
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U.S. commitments have negated need for military clashes between 

Asian states. 

Cheng, Dean. “U.S. Asian Policy: America’s Security Commitment To Asia Needs More Forces.” 
Heritage Foundation. August, 2012. Web. December 11, 2018. 
<http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2012/08/americas-security-commitment-
to-asia-needs-more-forces >. 

This division of labor has also fulfilled other American objectives. In terms of human capital and 

technological sophistication, and increasingly financial wherewithal, many Asian states, such as 

Japan and South Korea, have the potential ability to develop their own nuclear deterrent. That 

they have not done so may be attributed, in part, to the American extended deterrence 

guarantee. Although often perceived as only a nuclear guarantee, the U.S. commitment to 

provide extended deterrence includes “the full range of military capabilities, to include the U.S. 

nuclear umbrella, conventional strike, and missile defense capabilities.”[3] It is striking how, as 

American military resources are in decline, the Republic of Korea (ROK) has openly raised the 

possibility of asking for American tactical nuclear weapons to be reintroduced to the 

peninsula.[4] Similarly, the American alliance network has obviated the need for member 

nations to acquire power projection platforms. In the absence of a regional security 

infrastructure, and with no shared perception of pressing threats, many Asian states would 

likely have sought a range of capabilities that might be perceived as threatening by their 

neighbors—the “security dilemma” problem. The American presence, however, negates the 

need to pursue such potentially threatening capabilities. The United States has significant 

economic, strategic, and national security interests at stake in Asia. By providing certain key 

capabilities (e.g., extended nuclear deterrence, power projection, and C4ISR), the United States 

has helped stabilize the region, reassuring friends while deterring opponents. The provision of 

security, in turn, has increased American influence in the region beyond the purely military. 
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Commitments have solved back need for nuclear deterrence by 

various countries, decline in military resources causing Korea to 

reconsider. 

Cheng, Dean. “U.S. Asian Policy: America’s Security Commitment To Asia Needs More Forces.” 
Heritage Foundation. August, 2012. Web. December 11, 2018. 
<http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2012/08/americas-security-commitment-
to-asia-needs-more-forces >. 

This division of labor has also fulfilled other American objectives. In terms of human capital and 
technological sophistication, and increasingly financial wherewithal, many Asian states, such as 
Japan and South Korea, have the potential ability to develop their own nuclear deterrent. That 
they have not done so may be attributed, in part, to the American extended deterrence 
guarantee. Although often perceived as only a nuclear guarantee, the U.S. commitment to 
provide extended deterrence includes “the full range of military capabilities, to include the U.S. 
nuclear umbrella, conventional strike, and missile defense capabilities.”[3] It is striking how, as 
American military resources are in decline, the Republic of Korea (ROK) has openly raised the 
possibility of asking for American tactical nuclear weapons to be reintroduced to the 
peninsula.[4] Similarly, the American alliance network has obviated the need for member 
nations to acquire power projection platforms. In the absence of a regional security 
infrastructure, and with no shared perception of pressing threats, many Asian states would 
likely have sought a range of capabilities that might be perceived as threatening by their 
neighbors—the “security dilemma” problem. The American presence, however, negates the 
need to pursue such potentially threatening capabilities. The United States has significant 
economic, strategic, and national security interests at stake in Asia. By providing certain key 
capabilities (e.g., extended nuclear deterrence, power projection, and C4ISR), the United States 
has helped stabilize the region, reassuring friends while deterring opponents. The provision of 
security, in turn, has increased American influence in the region beyond the purely military. 
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AFF: Saudi Arabia AC 

The Saudi Arabia affirmative will be very common for a good reason: the literature is 

amazing. Lots of people write for all sides of the question, and there are many frameworks and 

contentions you can read with an aff that ends military aid to the House of Saud (the royal 

family). The only downside to this aff is it may be too current. United States Senators advanced 

a resolution to end military aid for the Saudi war in Yemen, which means the question will be 

debated on the Senate floor.39 It is still a very open question whether the House and Senate will 

end military aid to Saudi Arabia, let alone whether that move will survive a Trump veto. This 

gives the aff plenty of leeway on inherency (whether the affirmative proposal is already going 

to happen).  

The aff could have a human rights framework and argue that the United States is complicit with 

Saudi’s repression of citizens and their escalation of the humanitarian crisis in Yemen. This 

version of the case is only strategic if the aff is ready to beat all the DAs (it’s easier to say 

prioritize human rights if you don’t concede that the aff causes a nuclear war). Ideally, you 

would critique the logic of the disadvantages as well as their individual claims (for instance, that 

our fears of Iran/ISIS are spurious and/or racist).  

Another version of the aff would be utilitarian, and have the following two/three advantages:  

1. Yemen—US arms sales are enabling Saudi Arabia to escalate the civil war in Yemen. Ending 

aid will facilitate a peaceful settlement. The war will kill millions and cause blowback from 

terrorist attacks that pose an existential risk. 

2. Human rights credibility—The US looks hypocritical on the world stage when it professes 

human rights yet props up the Saudi regime. The US needs human rights credibility to 

successfully take the lead on a variety of threats to human survival, all of which interact with 

human rights (climate change, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction).  

3. War Powers—for Congress to reassert its authority on military aid, by ending it, 

would set an example for Congress reining in Trump’s unchecked foreign policy, which thrives 

on unilateral executive power. Vesting too much power in the President is dangerous to global 

stability.  

																																																								
39 Leigh Ann Caldwell, “Senate advances bill to end U.S. involvement in Yemen war after 'inadequate' briefing on 
Saudi Arabia,” NBC News, November 28, 2018, https://www.nbcnews.com/politics/congress/after-inadequate-
briefing-saudi-arabia-senate-advances-bill-end-u-n941386 
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The Yemeni civil war has escalated to a humanitarian crisis because of 

Saudi Arabia’s actions--they can’t blame it on Iran. 

Bazzi, Mohamad. “The United States Could End The War In Yemen If It Wanted To.” The Atlantic 
(. September 30, 2018. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2018/09/iran-yemen-saudi-
arabia/571465/>. 

In his speech to the United Nations General Assembly this week, President Donald Trump 

signaled to Saudi Arabia that he would avoid criticizing its destabilizing actions in the Middle 

East. Instead, he blamed only Iran, the kingdom’s regional rival, for funding “havoc and 

slaughter.” Trump praised Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates (UAE) for pledging billions 

in aid and “pursuing multiple avenues to ending Yemen’s horrible, horrific civil war.” He failed 

to mention that Yemen’s current conflict escalated dramatically in early 2015, when Saudi 

Arabia led a coalition of Arab countries to intervene in the war. That war has long since 

devolved into a humanitarian catastrophe. The United Nations stopped counting its civilian 

death toll two years ago, when it hit 10,000. An independent estimate by the Armed Conflict 

Location and Event Data Project, which tracks conflicts worldwide, found that nearly 50,000 

people, including combatants, died between January 2016 and July 2018. The war has also left 

more than 22 million people—75 percent of the population of Yemen, already one of the 

poorest countries in the world—in need of humanitarian aid. 
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Military victory in Yemen is not possible, and Iran didn’t intervene 

until Saudi Arabia did first. 

Bazzi, Mohamad. “The United States Could End The War In Yemen If It Wanted To.” The Atlantic 
(. September 30, 2018. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2018/09/iran-yemen-saudi-
arabia/571465/>. 

By accepting the coalition’s cosmetic attempts to minimize civilian casualties, the Trump 

administration is signaling to Saudi and Emirati leaders its apparent belief that a clear military 

victory in Yemen remains possible. And as long as the coalition believes it can crush the 

Houthis, there’s little incentive for it to negotiate. Trump, then, has bought into Saudi Arabia’s 

zero-sum calculation: that a military win in Yemen for the kingdom and its allies would be a 

defeat for Iran, while a negotiated settlement with the Houthis would be a victory for Tehran. 

Blinded by its obsession with Iran, the Trump administration is perpetuating an unwinnable war 

and undermining the likelihood of a political settlement. This current phase of the conflict in 

Yemen began in September 2014, when the Houthis, a group of Shia rebels allied with Yemen’s 

ousted dictator Ali Abdullah Saleh, forced most of President Abdu Rabbu Mansour Hadi’s 

government to flee to Saudi Arabia, and threatened to take over much of the country. In 2015, 

the Saudi-led coalition went to war in Yemen to restore Hadi to power and roll back the 

Houthis. Since then, despite thousands of air strikes and an air and naval blockade at a cost of 

some $5 to $6 billion a month for Riyadh, the Saudi-led alliance failed to dislodge the Houthis 

from the capital, Sanaa. While the Saudis are quick to blame Iran for the war, several 

researchers, including Thomas Juneau, a professor at the University of Ottawa and a former 

analyst at Canada’s Department of National Defense, have shown that the Houthis did not 

receive significant support from Tehran before the Saudi intervention in 2015. Iran has stepped 

up military assistance to the Houthis since the war, and Hezbollah has begun sending military 

advisers to train the Yemeni rebels. But the costs of this assistance fall far short of those 

incurred by Saudi Arabia and its allies. For Iran, the Yemen conflict is a low-cost way to bleed its 

regional rival. 
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Only an end to US military aid will bring about a peaceful settlement 

to the conflict in Yemen. 

Bazzi, Mohamad. “The United States Could End The War In Yemen If It Wanted To.” The Atlantic 
(. September 30, 2018. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2018/09/iran-yemen-saudi-
arabia/571465/>. 

The Trump administration has shown little interest in using arms deals as leverage for a political 

settlement, or to force the Saudis to take concerns about civilian deaths more seriously. In 

March 2017, Trump reversed a decision by the Obama administration to suspend the sale of 

more than $500 million in laser-guided bombs and other munitions to the Saudi military. As 

more members of Congress expressed criticism of Saudi actions in Yemen, the Senate narrowly 

approved that sale. After the Houthis fired ballistic missiles at several Saudi cities in late 2017, 

the Trump administration again escalated U.S. involvement in the war. The New York Times 

broke the news that the Pentagon had secretly dispatched U.S. special forces to the Saudi-

Yemen border to help the Saudi military locate and destroy Houthi missile sites. Frustrated by 

the deepening U.S. role, two dozen members of the House introduced a resolution this week 

invoking the 1973 War Powers Act, arguing that Congress never authorized American support 

for the Saudi coalition and instructing Trump to withdraw U.S. forces. Saudi and Emirati leaders 

want a clear-cut victory in their regional rivalry with Iran, and they have been emboldened by 

the Trump administration’s unconditional support to stall negotiations. A recent UN effort to 

hold peace talks between the Houthis, Hadi’s government, and the Saudi-led coalition collapsed 

in early September, after the Houthi delegation did not show up in Geneva. Houthi leaders said 

the Saudis, who control Yemen’s airspace, would not guarantee their safe travel. Days later, 

Yemeni forces loyal to the Saudi-UAE alliance launched a new offensive aimed at forcing the 

Houthis out of Hodeidah port, which is the major conduit for humanitarian aid in Yemen. UN 

officials warn that a prolonged battle for the port and its surroundings could lead to the death 

of 250,000 people, mainly from mass starvation. After the Trump administration’s endorsement 

this month, the Saudi-UAE alliance has even less incentive to prevent civilian casualties and new 

humanitarian disasters. Saudi Arabia and its allies are more likely to accept a peace process if it 
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is clear that the United States won’t support an open-ended war in Yemen and won’t provide 

the military assistance required to keep the war apparatus going. But Trump has shown little 

sign of pressuring his Saudi and Emirati allies, least of all over Yemen. The only realistic check 

left is in Congress, where more voices are asking why the world’s most powerful country is 

helping to perpetuate the world’s worst humanitarian crisis. 
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The Saudi-led war in Yemen is failing--it’s only destroyed the country’s 

infrastructure, spread diseases, and hasn’t penetrated Houthi 

defenses. 

, PressTV. “US Suspends Refueling Saudi Jets In Deadly Bombing Campaign On Yemen.”. 
November 10, 2018. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://www.presstv.com/DetailFr/2018/11/10/579590/Saudi-Arabia-refueling-
Yemen>. 

The brutal war was launched in March 2015 in an attempt to reinstall Yemen’s former Riyadh-

allied regime and crush the Houthi Ansarullah movement, which has been running state affairs 

in the absence of an effective government. In June, Saudi Arabia and the UAE launched an 

offensive against the port city of Hudaydah despite international warnings that it would 

compound Yemen’s humanitarian crisis. The Western-backed imposed war on Yemen, coupled 

with a naval blockade, has destroyed the country’s infrastructure and led to famine as well as a 

cholera outbreak. So far, the aggressors have been unable to penetrate the defenses of the 

Yemeni nation and Houthi fighters. 

 

 



AFF: Saudi Arabia AC  Jan/Feb 2019 
 
 

Champion Briefs  221 

Saudi Arabia only makes nuclear threats to get the US to continue 

providing aid--it’s all bluster. 

Marshall, Jonathan. “Saudi Arabia’s Nuclear Threats Are Bluster.” Huffington Post. May 19, 
2016. Web. December 08, 2018. <https://www.huffingtonpost.com/jonathan-
marshall/saudi-arabias-nuclear-thr_b_7332388.html>. 

Bleek observes that the very frequency of leaks about Saudi Arabia’s nuclear intentions weighs 

against the seriousness of that threat: “History suggests that while some states have trumpeted 

their potential desire for nuclear weapons — think Germany in the early years of the Cold War, 

or Japan more recently — they tend not to be those that later went on to actually acquire 

them. And for good reason: calling attention to proliferation intentions is counterproductive if 

one is intent on actually proliferating. Instead, states tend to draw attention to their potential 

proliferation in the service of another goal: rallying others to address the security concerns that 

are motivating potential proliferation, and especially securing protection from powerful allies.” 

Saudi Arabia’s latest nuclear leaks may be having their intended effect of bolstering the Arab 

monarchy’s bargaining leverage with Washington. Although President Obama stopped short of 

promising a formal military alliance at the recent summit with members of the Gulf 

Cooperation Council, he reaffirmed America’s “ironclad commitment to the security of our gulf 

partners,” and promised more wide-ranging military aid, including creation of “an early-warning 

capability for a regional missile defense system.” The Obama administration should stop 

making such concessions in the face of dubious Saudi proliferation warnings. It should simply 

stick to its course of seeking a comprehensive nuclear agreement with Iran. Such an agreement 

remains the best guarantee of Saudi Arabia’s long-term security. And in the short term, the 

Saudis have no legitimate reason to fear Iran’s nuclear program, which is one of the most 

closely inspected on Earth. 
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Trump’s scrapping of the Iran deal will cause Saudi to proliferate 

inevitably. 

Pillar, Paul. “Why Saudi Arabia Will Acquire Nuclear Weapons.” The National Interest. 
November 28, 2018. Web. December 09, 2018. <https://nationalinterest.org/blog/paul-
pillar/why-saudi-arabia-will-acquire-nuclear-weapons-37197>. 

The administration’s assault on the JCPOA may provide the trigger for Saudi Arabia to try to 

obtain such weapons. If the U.S. “maximum pressure” campaign succeeds in negating 

completely the economic relief Iran was supposed to have received under the JCPOA, then 

Iranian leaders may yet throw up their hands in disgust and pronounce the agreement null and 

void. This would release Iran from all its nuclear restrictions under the agreement, which in turn 

might provide the perfect rationale for Riyadh, especially as long as MbS is in charge, to acquire 

the bomb. 

 

 



AFF: Saudi Arabia AC  Jan/Feb 2019 
 
 

Champion Briefs  223 

Saudi Arabia will never get the bomb. 

Frantzman, Seth. “Analysis: Saudi Arabia Won.” Jerusalem Post. March 22, 2018. Web. 
December 09, 2018. <https://www.jpost.com/Middle-East/Analysis-Saudi-Arabia-wont-
build-a-nuclear-bomb-546834>. 

There’s one problem with all the hype: Saudi Arabia is years from getting anywhere close to a 

nuclear weapon. The crown prince’s discussions about a nuclear weapon to counter Iran is not 

the first time the Saudis have been pressed on this issue. Prince Turki al-Faisal, a diplomat, said 

in 2014 that the kingdom needed nuclear “know-how” to counter Iran. In 2015, during the lead-

up to the Iran deal, there was buzz about a Riyadh “arms race” with Iran. Saudi ambassador to 

the US Adel Al-Jubeir was asked about his country building a bomb. “This is not something we 

would discuss publicly,” he told CNN. “The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia will take whatever 

measures are necessary to protect our security.” Pundit Fareed Zakaria pointed out in 2015 that 

Riyadh’s plans were smoke and mirrors. “Saudi Arabia hasn’t even built a car,” he noted. “The 

country’s education system is backward and dysfunctional,” he asserted, claiming that it relies 

on foreign workers for most things. 
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Even if Saudi proliferated, there wouldn’t be an arms race. 

Frantzman, Seth. “Analysis: Saudi Arabia Won.” Jerusalem Post. March 22, 2018. Web. 
December 09, 2018. <https://www.jpost.com/Middle-East/Analysis-Saudi-Arabia-wont-
build-a-nuclear-bomb-546834>. 

Therefore, the stories about a “nuclear arms race,” are largely an illusion. There is no race. Iran 

has a sophisticated nuclear program at numerous sites which goes back decades. It has uranium 

mines, three uranium-enrichment plants and a nuclear reactor. Construction at the Bushehr-1 

reactor in Iran first broke ground in 1975 but wasn’t opened until 2011. Iran has plans for 

numerous more reactors. Other countries’ nuclear programs generally took years to build a 

weapon. Pakistan’s began in 1972 and the first test was in 1998; North Korea’s took from 1963 

to 2006; India’s from 1967 to 1998; UK’s from 1940 to 1952; China’s from 1958 to 1964; 

France’s from 1945 to 1960. Saudi Arabia is mostly paying lip service to the Iran nuclear arms 

race issue as a way to get the US to take the Iranian threat seriously. This may have backfired a 

bit, because Saudi Arabia’s enemies in the region, including Iran and increasingly Qatar as well, 

have sought to portray the crown prince as stoking “instability,” “unrest” and removing 

“consensus” in the kingdom. 
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Saudi Arabia is terrible at dealing with Iran. 

Miller, Aaron. “The US-Saudi Relationship: Much Less Than Meets The Eye.” CNN. November 
13, 2018. Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.cnn.com/2018/11/13/opinions/us-
saudi-relationship-less-than-meets-the-eye-miller-sokolsky/index.html>. 

As for promoting US interests, the past year and a half reads like a DIY manual in undermining 

them. The detention of the Lebanese Prime Minister, in an apparent bid to force his 

resignation, has only strengthened Hezbollah. Bin Salman’s disastrous boycott of Qatar made it 

more difficult for the Gulf Cooperation Council to stand up to Iran and has driven Doha and 

Tehran closer together, and his failed military campaign in Yemen has created instability, 

polarized the region and expanded rather than contracted Iranian influence (and given ISIS 

more room to maneuver). Saudi Arabia has proven to be too weak and incompetent to be a 

bulwark against Iran; on the contrary, it has been an enabler of Tehran’s influence. 
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The Saudis won’t be able to afford protection from anyone else if the 

US ends aid. 

Miller, Aaron. “The US-Saudi Relationship: Much Less Than Meets The Eye.” CNN. November 
13, 2018. Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.cnn.com/2018/11/13/opinions/us-
saudi-relationship-less-than-meets-the-eye-miller-sokolsky/index.html>. 

The real facts are: 1) the Saudis need US weapons and equipment more than we need to sell 

them, in part because they demonstrate the US security commitment to the kingdom; and 2) it 

would be very difficult and expensive for the Saudis to make good on their periodic threats to 

“buy foreign” if they can’t get what they want from the United States. 
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Saudi Arabia only harms the US oil sector. 

Miller, Aaron. “The US-Saudi Relationship: Much Less Than Meets The Eye.” CNN. November 
13, 2018. Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.cnn.com/2018/11/13/opinions/us-
saudi-relationship-less-than-meets-the-eye-miller-sokolsky/index.html>. 

Then there’s the much trumpeted claim the Saudis are always there when you need them on oil 

prices. There are many examples of the Saudis bucking US interests when it came to oil supply, 

including its leadership of the 1973 Arab oil boycott, its expansion of output to drive down 

prices in an effort to hurt the US oil fracking industry, and its decision this week to reduce 

supplies to drive prices up. It remains to be seen whether, on another occasion, the Saudis 

would move to increase supplies in the wake of a very tight market. If they did so, it would be a 

calculation driven by a Saudi-first, not an America-first, oil policy. 
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The Saudis aren’t key to peace between Israel and Palestine. 

Miller, Aaron. “The US-Saudi Relationship: Much Less Than Meets The Eye.” CNN. November 
13, 2018. Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.cnn.com/2018/11/13/opinions/us-
saudi-relationship-less-than-meets-the-eye-miller-sokolsky/index.html>. 

Finally, there’s the administration’s conviction that the Saudis are integral to achieving Israeli-

Palestinian peace. There’s no doubt that MBS has warmed up to the Israelis, largely because of 

their common interest in checking Iran and Sunni jihadists. But direct and under-the-table 

contacts are a far cry from open meetings or support for a US peace plan that on issues like 

Jerusalem and borders violates the Arab consensus and could hand Iran and Sunni Muslims a 

propaganda windfall if the plan is too aligned with the needs of the government of Israeli Prime 

Minister Benjamin Netanyahu. 
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The plan has bipartisan support--link turns the politics DA. 

Freeman, Ben. “It’s Time To Silence The Saudi Lobbying Machine In Washington.” The 
Washington Post. October 22, 2018. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/global-opinions/wp/2018/10/22/its-time-to-
silence-the-saudi-lobbying-machine-in-washington/?utm_term=.597071c377f8>. 

But Khashoggi’s murder by the Saudis has changed the equation. For the first time in the recent 

history of Saudi misdeeds, there are outcries from across the political spectrum. Some of the 

loudest voices opposing the Saudis are congressional Republicans who, along with many of 

their Democratic colleagues, have called for a host of punishments for the Saudis, including 

sanctions, blocking arms sales and ending U.S. support for Saudi Arabia’s war in Yemen. 
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Cutting off arms sales to Saudi Arabia will effectively pressure them to 

stop escalating the war in Yemen. 

Caverley, Jonathan. “Want To Punish Saudi Arabia? Cut Off Its Weapons Supply.” The New York 
Times. October 12, 2018. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.nytimes.com/2018/10/12/opinion/saudi-arabia-arms-sales.html>. 

More than a week after Jamal Khashoggi, a Saudi Arabian journalist, commentator and 

intellectual disappeared inside the Saudi consulate in Istanbul, the United States is starting to 

realize it may be time to hold the government in Riyadh accountable for its reckless behavior 

and its violations of human rights. On Oct. 10, Bob Corker and Bob Menendez, the top 

Republican and Democrat in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, triggered the Global 

Magnitsky Act, a bipartisan bill to punish human rights violators, to force the Trump 

administration to investigate and consider sanctions against Saudi Arabia. The crisis over Mr. 

Khashoggi’s disappearance piles on to growing — if belated — concern over Saudi Arabia’s 

disastrous war in Yemen, which has produced little geopolitical gain and much human suffering. 

If American officials really want to encourage a change in Saudi policy, they should begin by 

looking at Saudi Arabia’s largest imports from the United States: weaponry. Cutting off the flow 

of American arms to Saudi Arabia would be an effective way to put pressure on Riyadh with 

little cost to the American economy or national security. 
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An arms embargo would be easy--Saudi Arabia can’t really go 

elsewhere, so the US has the preponderance of influence to pressure 

them. 

Caverley, Jonathan. “Want To Punish Saudi Arabia? Cut Off Its Weapons Supply.” The New York 
Times. October 12, 2018. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.nytimes.com/2018/10/12/opinion/saudi-arabia-arms-sales.html>. 

Saudi Arabia is in the middle of a major war, and more than 60 percent of its arms deliveries 

over the past five years came from the United States. The Saudi military relies not just on 

American tanks, planes and missiles but for a daily supply of maintenance, training and support, 

such as intelligence and refueling. In the longer term, almost all of Saudi Arabia’s remaining 

exports come from Europe. To truly squeeze Saudi Arabia, a coordinated embargo — much like 

the one now in place against Russia — would be necessary but relatively easy. European 

governments already feel strong domestic political pressure not to export to regimes like Saudi 

Arabia. Transforming the Saudi military to employ Russian, much less Chinese, weapons would 

cost a fortune even by Gulf standards, would require years of retraining and would greatly 

reduce its military power for a generation. Russia cannot produce next-generation fighter 

aircraft, tanks and infantry fighting vehicles for its own armed forces, much less for the export 

market. China has not produced, never mind exported, the sophisticated aircraft and missile 

defense systems Saudi Arabia wants. Last month, Secretary of State Mike Pompeo certified that 

Saudi Arabia was minimizing civilian casualties in the Yemen air campaign apparently to avoid 

jeopardizing $2 billion in weapons sales. That small number does not show how powerful the 

Saudis are so much as how cheaply the United States can be bought. Given these sales’ low 

domestic economic impact and the enormous costs of going elsewhere for Saudi Arabia, the 

United States has the preponderance of influence in this arms trade relationship. It should act 

accordingly. 
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Arms sales to Saudi Arabia haven’t improved national security. 

Caverley, Jonathan. “Want To Punish Saudi Arabia? Cut Off Its Weapons Supply.” The New York 
Times. October 12, 2018. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.nytimes.com/2018/10/12/opinion/saudi-arabia-arms-sales.html>. 

To date these sales have not “stewarded our national security.” Beyond its tragic war in Yemen, 

Saudi Arabia has blockaded Qatar, an ally that hosts the Middle East’s largest American military 

base. And Saudi Arabia provides little help when it comes to Washington’s real regional 

priorities, such as fighting the Islamic State and stabilizing Iraq. The Pentagon’s National 

Defense Strategy specifically de-emphasizes the war on terror to focus on competition with 

China and Russia. 
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Exports to Saudi Arabia don’t strengthen the defense base or improve 

the economy. 

Caverley, Jonathan. “Want To Punish Saudi Arabia? Cut Off Its Weapons Supply.” The New York 
Times. October 12, 2018. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.nytimes.com/2018/10/12/opinion/saudi-arabia-arms-sales.html>. 

Despite recent increases, Saudi arms orders remain a manageably small part of the United 

States’ exports. According to the Defense Security Cooperation Agency, in 2017, a near-record 

year for annual purchases, the United States delivered $5.5 billion worth of arms, 20 percent of 

all foreign military sales. That may sound like a lot, but the United States exports only 25 to 30 

percent of its defense industry production, so exports to Saudi Arabia clearly remain a relatively 

small slice of the enormous defense industrial pie. And contrary to President Trump’s 

statement, exports to Saudi Arabia create relatively few American jobs. Based on Commerce 

Department figures, releasing the billion dollars of munitions currently on hold in the Senate 

would “create or sustain” fewer than 4,000 jobs. Here’s a more specific example: Publicizing a 

recent $6 billion helicopter deal with Saudi Arabia, Lockheed Martin predicted that it would 

“support” 450 American jobs. 
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Military aid to Saudi Arabia undermines US human rights credibility. 

Morin, Rebecca. “Rubio: U.S. Risks ‘credibility On Human Rights’ With Weak Response To 
Khashoggi Disappearance.” Politico. October 16, 2018. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.politico.com/story/2018/10/16/rubio-khashoggi-saudi-arabia-credibility-
903828>. 

Sen. Marco Rubio warned Tuesday that “there isn’t enough money in the world to purchase 
back our credibility on human rights” if the U.S. government fails to punish Saudi Arabia over its 
alleged involvement in the disappearance of Washington Post columnist Jamal Khashoggi. Saudi 
Arabia is a longstanding U.S. partner on key Middle East issues, including national and regional 
security, as well as a top purchaser of American-made defense equipment. But Rubio (R-Fla.) 
told CNN’s “New Day” that the U.S. ought to prioritize human rights over a $110 billion arms 
deal with the Saudi government. “I can tell you that human rights is worth blowing that up and 
luring someone into a consulate where they’re murdered, dismembered and disposed of is a 
big deal,” Rubio, who sits on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, said. “It’s a human being 
whose life was taken by a direct act of a foreign government by luring him into a diplomatic 
facility in a third country.” Khashoggi is a Saudi journalist who had been living in exile in the 
United States and has been critical of Saudi Crown Prince Mohammed bin Salman and other 
members of the Saudi royal family. He was last seen entering the Saudi Consulate in Istanbul on 
Oct. 2 to obtain an official document required for his planned marriage. President Donald 
Trump last week said he does not want to cancel an arms deal with Saudi Arabia over concerns 
that such a move could negatively impact the U.S. economy. Trump signed a memorandum in 
May, 2017, outlining intent from the Saudi government to buy nearly $110 billion in arms over 
the next 10 years. In an interview with CBS’s “60 Minutes” that aired Sunday, the president did 
say that there will be “severe punishment” over Khashoggi’s disappearance. But in a brief 
exchange with reporters on Monday, Trump said he had spoken to Saudi Arabia’s King Salman, 
who Trump said “firmly denied any knowledge of” Khashoggi’s disappearance. “I don’t want to 
get into his mind, but it sounded to me like maybe these could have been rogue killers, who 
knows?” the president said. “We’ll try getting to the bottom of it very soon. His was a flat 
denial.” Rubio said that he realizes that selling weapons to another country also gives us 
leverage, as buyers have to rely on the U.S. to maintain the weapons. Still, he said, the benefits 
of prioritizing defense sales do not outweigh the human rights costs. “There isn’t enough 
money in the world to purchase back our credibility on human rights and the way nations 
should conduct themselves,” Rubio said. “We lose our credibility and our moral standing to 
criticize [Russian President Vladimir] Putin for murdering people, [Syrian President Bashar] 
Assad for murdering people, [Nicolás] Maduro in Venezuela for murdering people, we can’t say 
anything about that if we allow Saudi Arabia to do it and all we do is a diplomatic slap on the 
wrist.” 
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Ending aid to Saudi Arabia in Yemen would harm our other allies. 

Hutchinson Posey, Madyson. “Ending U.S. Military Support For Saudi Arabia In Yemen Would 
Trigger Dangerous Consequences.” The Heritage Foundation. December 06, 2018. Web. 
December 08, 2018. <https://www.heritage.org/middle-east/commentary/ending-us-
military-support-saudi-arabia-yemen-would-trigger-dangerous#>. 

Senators must remember that Saudi Arabia is not the only belligerent in Yemen. A cutoff of U.S. 

support would also hurt the elected and internationally recognized government of Yemen, 

which was ousted by Iran-backed Houthi rebels in 2015 in a bloody coup that violated a U.N.-

brokered ceasefire. Withdrawing U.S. support would also harm the interests of other U.S. allies 

fighting in Yemen, including the United Arab Emirates and Bahrain. 
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Aid is already limited--ending it would undermine the Saudi-led 

coalition that can achieve a political settlement. 

Hutchinson Posey, Madyson. “Ending U.S. Military Support For Saudi Arabia In Yemen Would 
Trigger Dangerous Consequences.” The Heritage Foundation. December 06, 2018. Web. 
December 08, 2018. <https://www.heritage.org/middle-east/commentary/ending-us-
military-support-saudi-arabia-yemen-would-trigger-dangerous#>. 

The U.S. currently extends only limited support to Saudi Arabia in Yemen centered on 

intelligence and information sharing. There are no U.S. troops involved in combat operations, 

except for occasional commando raids and air strikes against Al-Qaeda in the Arabian 

Peninsula, a Sunni terrorist group that continues to target the U.S. homeland, as well as Saudi 

Arabia, France, and other countries. The Trump administration already has stopped the aerial 

refueling of Saudi warplanes involved in the Yemen conflict and called for a negotiated 

settlement. But the United States cannot afford to abandon its allies and hope for the best. 

Undermining the Yemeni government and the Saudi-led coalition would make an acceptable 

political settlement impossible. 
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The war in Yemen will continue with or without US support. 

Hutchinson Posey, Madyson. “Ending U.S. Military Support For Saudi Arabia In Yemen Would 
Trigger Dangerous Consequences.” The Heritage Foundation. December 06, 2018. Web. 
December 08, 2018. <https://www.heritage.org/middle-east/commentary/ending-us-
military-support-saudi-arabia-yemen-would-trigger-dangerous#>. 

The Yemeni government and Saudi Arabia will continue to fight this war with or without U.S. 

support. Those who would connect two unrelated issues, condemn Saudi involvement, and 

ignore Iran’s hostile role inside Yemen will only do more harm to innocent Yemeni civilians and 

empower Iran and its Yemeni proxies. 
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Ending military aid will cause Saudi state failure and only accelerate 

Iranian regional hegemony. 

Continetti, Matthew. “The Khashoggi Affair.” Washington Free Beacon. October 28, 2018. Web. 
December 08, 2018. <https://freebeacon.com/columns/the-khashoggi-affair/>. 

Because Iran, while not mentioned in relation to Khashoggi, is nonetheless a factor in this story. 

It is pressing against the Saudis on multiple fronts. It has fostered Shia rebellion within the 

kingdom itself and in Bahrain. It has armed and abetted the Houthis. Its proxies are on the cusp 

of victory in Syria, effectively control Lebanon, and have sown chaos in Iraq. Iran’s European 

allies are attempting to create a financial lifeline that would provide relief from U.S. sanctions. 

Saudi Arabia has been the linchpin of America’s Middle East strategy for close to a century. That 

relationship has not been without costs. What would the cost be if the alliance fractured? The 

Saudis would be imperiled in Yemen, potentially endangering the free flow of traffic in the Gulf 

of Aden. Iranian victory there would extend a Shia crescent in the south to accompany the one 

running through Iraq, Syria, and Lebanon. Governments without democratic legitimacy are 

brittle and unpredictable—a fact highlighted not only by Khashoggi but also by recent Saudi 

actions against Canada and the crown prince’s delayed IPO of oil giant Aramco. America has 

sustained and protected the Saudis for decades. Withdrawing such protection would open the 

regime to both domestic and international challenges. As President Trump put it recently, Saudi 

Arabia wouldn’t last two weeks without American support. The Middle East and Levant already 

are filled with examples of state failure. Is America prepared to risk another? 
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Military aid to Saudi Arabia gives the US leverage to prevent them 

from acquiring a nuclear bomb. 

Dabbs, Brian. “Clock Ticking On Saudi Nuclear Deal.” National Journal. May 13, 2018. Web. 
December 08, 2018. <https://www.nationaljournal.com/s/667890/clock-ticking-saudi-
nuclear-deal>. 

“Our view is that Saudi Arabia’s increasingly unabashed nuclear hedging is a threat to the 

nonproliferation regime that the United States has led for decades,” said Kingston Reif, director 

for disarmament at the Arms Control Association. “We shouldn’t understate the significant 

leverage that the United States and the Trump administration have in the Saudi case,” he 

added. “Yes, the U.S. nuclear industry no longer holds the top position on the supply chain, if 

you will, that it once did, but countries still value the imprimatur of legitimacy for their civilian 

nuclear efforts that comes with a 123 agreement.” Reif also stressed the massive U.S. economic 

and military aid for Saudi Arabia. The kingdom is the largest recipient of U.S. military sales, and 

more than $114 billion contracts are currently in place, according to the State Department. 
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American security guarantees keep Saudi Arabia away from 

developing nuclear weapons. 

Rogers, Will. “America Committed To Gulf Security Despite Changing Relationship With Region’s 
Oil, Says Gen. Dempsey.” Center for a New American Security. March 20, 2013. Web. 
December 08, 2018. <https://www.cnas.org/publications/blog/america-committed-to-
gulf-security-despite-changing-relationship-with-regions-oil-says-gen-dempsey>. 

At the same time, though, a credible U.S. security commitment to our partners in the Persian 

Gulf may be the only way to allay concerns about security challenges in the region. Take for 

example, Iran. My colleagues Colin Kahl, Melissa Dalton and Matt Irvine recently published a 

report assessing the possibility that an Iranian bomb could lead to Saudi Arabia developing the 

bomb – Atomic Kingdom: If Iran Builds the Bomb, Will Saudi Arabia be Next? Kahl, Dalton and 

Irvine argue quite persuasively that a number of factors will keep Saudi Arabia from developing 

the bomb. But one of the big caveats to this is a credible U.S. security commitment to Saudi 

Arabia. Does the Royal Family in Riyadh feel comfortable about this commitment given the 

competing narrative that America may have an opportunity to walk away from the Persian Gulf 

if it doesn’t need access to the region’s oil? 
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The Gulf Cooperation Council states depend on US security 

guarantees--they’ll pursue nuclear weapons if the US abandons them. 

Ostovar, Afshon. “Deterrence And The Future Of U.S.- GCC Defense Cooperation: A Strategic 
Dialogue Event.” Naval Postgraduate School. July, 2015. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://calhoun.nps.edu/bitstream/handle/10945/45796/Deterrence%20and%20the%
20Future%20of%20U.S.-GCC%20Def%20Cooperation_DCP-2015-U-010969-
Final.pdf?sequence=1>. 

This is a potential problem for the United States. As the closest Western ally to the GCC and the 

security guarantor of the Persian Gulf, the United States is considered to be the only viable 

counterweight to Iran’s ambitions. With the pivot to Asia and a potential nuclear deal with Iran, 

Gulf Arab states are uncertain about America’s commitment to their security. That general 

sense of insecurity is what might propel some Gulf Arab states toward pursuing their own 

nuclear enrichment and/or weapons programs in response to the Iranians. Preventing nuclear 

proliferation in the Middle East is of course a major motivation for the P5+1’s proposed deal 

with Iran. However, because Gulf Arab states largely do not view a deal that would allow Iran to 

retain any enrichment capability as sufficient, it is possible that a deal will not adequately 

address the GCC’s concerns. In order to assuage GCC fears and prevent nuclear proliferation, 

the United States needs to have a clear view of its Gulf allies’ security concerns and their 

perspectives on potential options to address those concerns. The GCC will continue to consider 

the United States the backbone of their deterrence efforts. However, as dynamics in the region 

change, so too might what is required to provide assurance. Providing adequate assurance to 

GCC states will be the foundation for any effort to prevent nuclear proliferation in the region. 

Although the GCC states might harbor unrealistic expectations of their defense ties to the 

United States, there might be options acceptable to both Washington and its Gulf allies that 

could mitigate their concerns and obviate any potential reactionary nuclear proliferation. 
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Downgrading military ties with Saudi Arabia will cause them to 

proliferate--Saudi’s fears of Iran are the brink. 

Landau, Emily. “Can The United States Prevent Saudi Arabia From Getting Nuclear Weapons?.” 
The National Interest. December 04, 2018. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://nationalinterest.org/feature/can-united-states-prevent-saudi-arabia-getting-
nuclear-weapons-37812>. 

Beyond attempts to deny Saudi Arabia technologies and capabilities, it is important also to 

address Saudi motivation for going nuclear. There is no doubt that Saudi Arabian concerns 

focus on the Iranian nuclear threat; the kingdom’s concern with Iran’s capabilities—as a 

motivation to go nuclear itself—is reflected in the few explicit Saudi statements on the topic. As 

long as the motivation to go nuclear remains strong, states are likely to find a way to develop 

capabilities, even if they have to pay a price for doing so. In Iran’s case, the major motivation 

for going nuclear is to enhance its hegemonic power in the Middle East—a difficult motivation 

to address. But in the case of Saudi Arabia, if strong international powers—the P5+1 and 

perhaps others—were to take a harsher stance on Iran’s regional aggressions and missile 

developments, and were to cooperate in order to improve the provisions of the JCPOA, this 

would most likely have a direct and favorable impact on Saudi Arabia’s calculation of whether 

or not to develop nuclear capabilities. Additionally, without minimizing the impact of the crisis 

atmosphere surrounding the Khashoggi affair, it is nevertheless important to consider whether 

significantly downgrading ties with Saudi Arabia is the right way to go, from a proliferation 

point of view. While this might not be the most opportune time to reward the Saudi’s desired 

nuclear cooperation, U.S. security guarantees to the Saudis could be another route to lowering 

their motivation to achieve a nuclear deterrent vis-à-vis Iran. 
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Saudi Arabia will cut ties with Israel if they get the cold shoulder from 

the US. 

Zakheim, Dov. “Focus On Yemen, Not The Crown Prince.” The Hill. December 09, 2018. Web. 
December 09, 2018. <https://thehill.com/opinion/international/420041-focus-on-
yemen-not-the-saudi-crown-prince>. 

Finally, the Senate action, though in many ways a praiseworthy attempt to demonstrate to 

President Trump that Congress is indeed a co-equal branch of the United States government, is 

also scaring the Israelis on both sides of their otherwise bitterly divided political spectrum. 

Israel’s relationship with the Saudis has come increasingly into the open, and the last thing 

Jerusalem wants is for the Saudis to become so alienated from Washington that they decide to 

freeze or even roll back their burgeoning ties with the Jewish state. 
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Saudi Arabia will turn to Russia if the US ends military aid. 

Zakheim, Dov. “Focus On Yemen, Not The Crown Prince.” The Hill. December 09, 2018. Web. 
December 09, 2018. <https://thehill.com/opinion/international/420041-focus-on-
yemen-not-the-saudi-crown-prince>. 

Yet, while there certainly is a strong case for terminating American support for the Saudis in 

Yemen, it is not at all clear that condemning the crown prince necessarily helps to achieve that 

objective. It will be hard enough to persuade the Saudis to terminate their operations against 

the Houthis, who represent a serious threat to their southern flank, especially as they continue 

to receive support from Iran, Riyadh’s arch enemy. Attacking the crown prince by name, 

especially in a non-binding resolution, will not necessarily move him to accommodate American 

concerns about his conduct of the Yemen war. In fact, doing so is likely to prompt him to defy 

American wishes. The crown prince has demonstrated that he can quite comfortably reach out 

to Russia, America’s great-power rival in the Middle East; his high-five with Russian President 

Vladimir Putin at the G-20 summit in Argentina did not go unnoticed. Moreover, whatever 

reservations the Saudi royal family may have about the way Crown Prince Mohammed has 

managed their country’s affairs, they are unlikely to respond positively to what clearly is an 

insult to their leader. And they surely will resent outside interference in what they consider to 

be a domestic matter for them to deal with. 
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The US should preserve relations with Saudi Arabia but pressure MBS 

to stop repressing citizens and destabilizing Yemen. 

Miller, Aaron. “The U.S.-Saudi Relationship Is Worth Preserving — But Not Under The Current 
Terms.” The Washington Post. October 25, 2018. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/global-opinions/wp/2018/10/25/the-u-s-
saudi-relationship-is-worth-preserving-but-not-under-the-current-
terms/?utm_term=.1eb43fbc7c48>. 

The U.S. relationship with Saudi Arabia is therefore worth preserving — but not under current 

circumstances or at any price. In the past two years, the Trump administration has allowed the 

dynamic to slip out of our control into the hands of the inexperienced, overly ambitious and 

reckless Crown Prince Mohammed Bin Salman, who has not only taken U.S. support for granted 

but also exploited it to pursue policies that fundamentally undermine American interests and 

values. The de facto ruler of Saudi Arabia has left a trail of failed and feckless policies abroad 

with which the Trump administration is now linked: the kidnapping of the Lebanese prime 

minister, the prosecution of a disastrous war in Yemen that has become the world’s greatest 

humanitarian disaster, and an ill-conceived boycott of Qatar that has made it more difficult to 

form a united Gulf state front against Iran and, like the war in Yemen, has only enhanced 

Iranian influence. At home, under the cover of several important social and economic reforms 

(including the decision to allow women to drive and a crackdown on the religious police) MBS 

has shown a darker and ruthless side — brooking no dissent; arresting journalists, civil society 

bloggers and women activists from the driving campaign; and imprisoning and bilking wealthy 

Saudis in the “shaikhdown” at the Ritz-Carlton. The killing of Khashoggi reflects the culmination 

of a pattern of destructive MBS policies that the Trump administration has either ignored, 

enabled or supported through acquiescence or silence. Worse still, the president and his son-in-

law Jared Kushner’s approach to Saudi Arabia has been based on magical thinking. Far from 

being a catalyst in containing Iran or taking a lead role in Israeli-Palestinian peacemaking, MBS’s 

policies in Qatar and Yemen have enlarged Tehran’s room to maneuver. King Salman had to 

walk back his son’s enthusiastic support for the president’s peace plan. The administration 

might very well get some Saudi help to dampen upward pressure on oil prices when new U.S. 
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sanctions on Iran remove oil from the market, but this will surely benefit Saudi Arabia and is 

anchored in Saudi Arabia’s own national interest. The challenge isn’t just punishing Saudi Arabia 

for killing a journalist. The Saudis have been undermining U.S. interests, too. We need to take 

steps to rebalance what has become a one-sided, dysfunctional relationship. The 

administration should start by freezing senior-level contacts with the kingdom, beginning with 

MBS, for a period of time to send an unmistakable signal that it is losing confidence in the 

crown prince. Washington should also suspend support for the Saudi air campaign in Yemen — 

a misadventure that is seen as MBS’s war — and press Riyadh to show greater flexibility toward 

a U.N.-brokered political solution. There is also no reason that the United States should not 

speak out against MBS’s repressive policies at home, which over time could accelerate 

instability in Saudi Arabia. And if it’s proved that MBS was involved in Khashoggi’s murder, 

additional steps such as freezing assets, travel bans and suspension of arms sales should be 

considered. This is a critical inflection point in U.S.-Saudi relations. MBS could conceivably rule 

Saudi Arabia for 50 years. The United States has a strong stake in supporting a wise, prudent 

and reform-minded leader; it most certainly doesn’t have an interest in being used and abused 

by a reckless authoritarian who seems bent on repressing his own citizens, killing his 

opponents, destabilizing the region and undermining American interests and values in the 

process. 
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The US-Saudi relationship is key to prevent oil supply disruptions that 

harm Japan--other regional powers just don’t have the oil. 

Cowen, Tyler. “The U.S. Needs Saudi Arabia, And Vice Versa.” Bloomberg Opinion. October 22, 
2018. Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.bloomberg.com/opinion/articles/2018-
10-22/jamal-khashoggi-killing-u-s-and-saudis-still-need-each-other>. 

First, trade between the U.S. and Saudi Arabia is currently about $24 billion per year. You might 

think that the U.S. is now energy-independent, but many U.S. allies, most notably Japan, rely on 

oil imports. Part of the larger U.S. foreign policy stance is promising those allies freedom from 

major supply disruptions. The Saudis typically have recycled their petrodollar surpluses, 

investing them in American enterprises. As for the other major regional powers: Turkey doesn’t 

have the oil, and Iran, with its much larger population, is more likely to invest surplus revenue 

at home (and furthermore is afraid of confiscation, given its longstanding pariah status). 

Whether you like it or not, the Saudis are America’s natural business ally. 
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Saudi takes a pro-Israel stance now because of the US. 

Cowen, Tyler. “The U.S. Needs Saudi Arabia, And Vice Versa.” Bloomberg Opinion. October 22, 
2018. Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.bloomberg.com/opinion/articles/2018-
10-22/jamal-khashoggi-killing-u-s-and-saudis-still-need-each-other>. 

When it comes to the Saudis, America has strongly encouraged the government to take what is 

effectively a fairly pro-Israel stance, including in security and military cooperation. There is no 

comparable deal to be had with the less dependent Iran or Turkey, and so this also leads to a 

relatively close relationship with the Saudis. Whether for reasons of geography, military power 

or economics, Israel and Saudi Arabia are America’s natural partners in the region. 
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The US-Saudi relationship is key to counter Iran. 

Cowen, Tyler. “The U.S. Needs Saudi Arabia, And Vice Versa.” Bloomberg Opinion. October 22, 
2018. Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.bloomberg.com/opinion/articles/2018-
10-22/jamal-khashoggi-killing-u-s-and-saudis-still-need-each-other>. 

The connections between the U.S. and Saudi Arabia run much deeper than the import-export 

ledger, however. One feature of the geography of Saudi Arabia is that its major oil fields stand 

apart and can be taken over without controlling the major Saudi cities. That is one reason why 

the Saudis were so wary of Saddam Hussein. That risk means the Saudis are especially 

dependent on American military protection. In turn, the U.S. knows it has a lot of leverage over 

the Saudis, and therefore making deals with the Saudis involves easier enforcement and lower 

transaction costs. The same cannot be said of deals with Iran. So in the Saudi-Iran rivalry, the 

U.S. ends up siding with the Saudis. Historically, Iran has been a very difficult country to capture 

or control, and the population has fought fiercely to defend Iranian territorial integrity. Iran 

doesn’t need American protection to the same degree as do the Saudis, and so Iran is more 

willing to be prickly or openly hostile to the U.S. Iran shared a border with the former Soviet 

Union (though not Russia) and shares Caspian Sea rights with Russia, and the two countries 

often have had close and cordial relations. Iran also is easier than Saudi Arabia for China to 

reach with its One Belt, One Road initiative, which aims to build close ties with the countries to 

its west. In sum, Iran is going to diversify its geopolitical bets, which pulls it away from the U.S., 

even if the issues surrounding nuclear weapons and support for terrorism somehow were 

resolved. 
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Aff cedes influence to China. 

Goujon, Reva. “When Human Rights Become A Handicap To U.S. Foreign Policy.” Stratfor. 
November 08, 2018. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://worldview.stratfor.com/article/when-human-rights-become-handicap-us-
foreign-policy>. 

So it’s little wonder that the Khashoggi affair has appeared to have little impact so far on the 
crown prince’s royal clout. Not only does the crown prince remain in the public limelight and 
retain an array of powerful economic and security portfolios with the king’s blessing, but he is 
also heading up the investigation and internal intelligence restructuring triggered by a crime 
that he is widely believed to have commissioned. And even as Saudi Arabia continues to face 
the threat of sanctions and investment curtailments in the wake of the slaying, Riyadh is staying 
the course and holding business ties hostage over their meddling in Saudi affairs (Saudi Arabia 
has reportedly frozen a $2 billion Egyptian-German defense deal that it helped finance in 
response to Germany’s freeze on arms exports licenses to Riyadh). And that defiance is by no 
means limited to Saudi Arabia. In an incredible display of Gulf solidarity after the Khashoggi 
crisis, Bahrain and the United Arab Emirates called for boycotts of companies that threaten to 
pull out of Saudi Arabia, including Virgin and Uber, two critical investors for Saudi Arabia’s 
Public Investment Fund expansion strategy. What would compel these Gulf neighbors to jump 
on a bloodstained bandwagon and risk tarnishing their reputation among investors when the 
Khashoggi fallout could have been just as easily confined to the Saudi kingdom? The 
opportunity to underscore a deeper message: that foreign governments and companies are not 
allowed to have an opinion on how they run their domestic affairs. In this era of great power 
competition, that message has a powerful endorser. China, in harnessing and exporting its 
technological prowess in running a surveillance state, offers a compelling alternative to a 
number of politically paranoid regimes that are no longer convinced that the Western liberal 
order is the inevitable organizing principle of the international system. China’s emulative model 
of digital authoritarianism and its growing challenge to the United States as a peer competitor 
will encourage a number of governments to spurn human rights lectures with the growing 
confidence that Western strategic interests will trump their humanitarian concerns in the end. 
Can Germany, for example, really afford a major breach with Turkey or Poland over human 
rights when these front-line states serve a core, strategic interest in balancing against Russia? 
Would the United States harangue Philippine President Rodrigo Duterte over human rights 
when China is actively chipping away at the United States’ alliance network in Southeast Asia? A 
cycle thus emerges: As competition intensifies among the great powers, the maintenance of 
strategic ties will outweigh humanitarian concerns in managing U.S. foreign relations. Illiberal 
allies will gain more confidence to crack down on dissidents and curb freedoms in a bid to 
consolidate power. The more power consolidated under a single personality or clan in a 
repressive climate, the more vulnerable that political system is bound to grow over time. In the 
face of rumbling dissent, authoritarian personalities will resort to more extraordinary measures 
to hold on to their dynasties. More and more egregious human rights abuses will be exposed, 
and Congress and the White House will spar over the handling and interpretation of matters of 
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security. And the United States will ultimately find itself in an all too familiar dilemma: U.S. 
strategic imperatives hanging by a thread from the hands of despotic and arguably 
indispensable allies. 
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AFF: Statism AC 

The Statism AC argues that a statist system is based on unlimited power. Power that is 

“on rule of brute force”(The Objectivist Newsletter).40 A statist system is a system where the 

government is “not only a policeman but a legalized criminal”(The Objectivist Newsletter). 

When the United States is providing military aid to authoritarian regimes, the impact is two-

fold. First, The United States is morally condoning the actions of the authoritarian regime. Since 

the United States is considered one of the world’s superpowers, other countries will view this 

leniency as either weakness or as a moral code that they can violate as well. Second, the United 

States is directly strengthening oppressive structures only furthering the oppression toward 

that country’s citizens.   

																																																								
40 The Objectivist Newsletter  “War and Peace,”The Objectivist Newsletter, Oct. 1962, 44 
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Statism defined. 

Rand, Ayn. “The Roots Of War From Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal.” Signet. July 15, 1986. 
Web. December 10, 2018. <https://campus.aynrand.org/works/1966/06/01/the-roots-
of-war/page1>. 

Statism- in fact and in principle- is nothing more than gang rule. A dictatorship is a gang 

devoted to looting the effort of the productive citizens of its own country. When a statist ruler 

exhausts his own country’s economy, he attacks his neighbors. It is his only means of 

postponing internal collapse and prolonging his rule. A country that violates the rights of its 

own citizens, will not respect the rights of its neighbors. Those who do not recognize individual 

rights, will not recognize the rights of nations: nation is only a number of individuals 
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There is no peace in statist nation. 

Rand, Ayn. “The Roots Of War From Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal.” Signet. July 15, 1986. 
Web. December 10, 2018. <https://campus.aynrand.org/works/1966/06/01/the-roots-
of-war/page1>. 

Statism is a system of institutionalized violence and perpetual civil war. It leaves men no choice 

but to fight to seize political power- to rob or to be robbed, to kill or be killed … There can be no 

peace within an enslaved nation. 

*Ellipsis from source  
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Brutal uprisings occur in absolute states. 

Rand, Ayn. “The Roots Of War From Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal.” Signet. July 15, 1986. 
Web. December 10, 2018. <https://campus.aynrand.org/works/1966/06/01/the-roots-
of-war/page1>. 

The bloodiest conflicts of history were not wars between nations. But civil wars between men 

of the same nation, who could find no peaceful recourse…Observe that the history of all 

absolute states is punctuated by bloody uprisings- by violent eruptions of blind despair… which 

were usually put down by ruthless extermination. 
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Statist regimes rule by brute force and now have access to nuclear 

weapons. 

Rand, Ayn. “The Roots Of War From Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal.” Signet. July 15, 1986. 
Web. December 10, 2018. <https://campus.aynrand.org/works/1966/06/01/the-roots-
of-war/page1>. 

t is obvious that the ideological root of statism (or collectivism) is the tribal premise of 

primordial savages who, unable to conceive of individual rights, believed that the tribe is a 

supreme, omnipotent ruler, that it owns the lives of its members and may sacrifice them 

whenever it pleases to whatever it deems to be its own “good.” Unable to conceive of any 

social principles, save the brute force, the believe that the tribe’s wishes are limited only by its 

physical power and that other tribes are its natural prey, to be conquered, looted, enslaved, or 

annihilated … That this savage ideology now rules nations armed with nuclear weapons, should 

give pause to anyone concerned with mankind’s survival. 

*Ellipsis from source  
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Every nation fears nuclear war. 

Rand, Ayn. “The Roots Of War From Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal.” Signet. July 15, 1986. 
Web. December 10, 2018. <https://campus.aynrand.org/works/1966/06/01/the-roots-
of-war/page1>. 

It is said that nuclear weapons have made wars too horrible to contemplate. Yet every nation 

on earth feels, in helpless terror, that such a war might come. 
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Majority of mankind does not want war. 

Rand, Ayn. “The Roots Of War From Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal.” Signet. July 15, 1986. 
Web. December 10, 2018. <https://campus.aynrand.org/works/1966/06/01/the-roots-
of-war/page1>. 

The overwhelming majority of mankind- the people who die on the battlefields or starve and 

perish among the ruins- do not want war. They never wanted it. Yet wars have kept erupting 

century throughout the centuries, like a long trail of blood underscoring mankind’s history. 
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Statism has become dominant. 

Rand, Ayn. “The Roots Of War From Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal.” Signet. July 15, 1986. 
Web. December 10, 2018. <https://campus.aynrand.org/works/1966/06/01/the-roots-
of-war/page1>. 

Observe on the of the ugliest characteristics of today’s world: the mixture of frantic war 

preparations with hysterical peace propaganda, and the fact that both come from the same 

source- from the same political philosophy. The bankrupt, yet still dominant, political 

philosophy of our age is statism. 
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Capitalism is the only social system that recognizes individuals and is 

opposed to war. 

Rand, Ayn. “The Roots Of War From Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal.” Signet. July 15, 1986. 
Web. December 10, 2018. <https://campus.aynrand.org/works/1966/06/01/the-roots-
of-war/page1>. 

Laissez-fair capitalism is the only social system based on the recognition of individual rights and, 

therefore, the only system that bans force from social relationships. By the nature of its basic 

principles and interests, it is the only system fundamentally opposed to war. 
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Statism has no regard for preservation of peace- internally or with 

foreigners. 

Rand, Ayn. “The Roots Of War From Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal.” Signet. July 15, 1986. 
Web. December 10, 2018. <https://campus.aynrand.org/works/1966/06/01/the-roots-
of-war/page1>. 

In a statist economy, where wealth is “publicly owned,” a citizen has no economic interests to 

protect by preserving peace…Ideologically, he is trained to regard men as sacrificial animals; he 

is one himself; he can have no concept of why foreigners should not be sacrificed on the same 

public altar for the benefit of the same state. 
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Statist leaders’ rule by force- only way to change is to oppose it. 

Rand, Ayn. “The Roots Of War From Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal.” Signet. July 15, 1986. 
Web. December 10, 2018. <https://campus.aynrand.org/works/1966/06/01/the-roots-
of-war/page1>. 

If {individuals] want to oppose war, it is statism that they must oppose. So long as they hold the 

tribal notion that the individual is sacrificial fodder for the collective, that some men have the 

right to rule others by force, and that some (any) alleged “good” can justify it- there can be no 

peace within a nation and no peace among nations. 
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Statism’s force needs to be reckoned with to deter nuclear war. 

Rand, Ayn. “The Roots Of War From Capitalism: The Unknown Ideal.” Signet. July 15, 1986. 
Web. December 10, 2018. <https://campus.aynrand.org/works/1966/06/01/the-roots-
of-war/page1>. 

f nuclear weapons are a dreadful threat and mankind cannot afford war any longer, then 

mankind cannot afford statism any longer. Let no man of good will take it upon his conscience 

to advocate the rule of force-outside or inside his own country. Let all of those who are actually 

concerned with peace- those who do love man and do care about his survival-realize that is war 

is ever to be outlawed, it is the use of force that has to be outlawed. 
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Authoritarian regime defined. 

Diwakar, Amar. “Theoretical Reflections On The State In The Era Of Trump.” Splintered Eye 
Word Press. February 17, 2017. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<https://splinteredeye.wordpress.com/2017/02/17/theoretical-reflections-on-the-
state-in-the-era-of-trump/>. 

[Poulantzas] describes the basic developmental tendency of authoritarian statism as 

“intensified state control over every sphere of socioeconomic life combined with radical decline 

of the institutions of political democracy and with draconian and multiform curtailment of so-

called ‘formal’ liberties” (1978: 203-4). Further to this, there is a decline of the rule of law, also 

evident in “the increasing concern for the pre-emptive policing of the potentially disloyal and 

deviant” (Jessop 1990: 67), and a tendency towards fusing the state’s tripartite branches of 

executive, legislative and judicial power. 
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The State of Exception- there is a countermovement towards law and 

life. 

Agamben, Giorgio. “The State Of Exception.” The University of Chicago. 2005. Web. December 
11, 2018. <Book >. 

From the real state of exception in which we live, it is not possible to return to the state of law 

[stato di diritto], for at issue now are the very concepts of “state” and “law.” But if it is possible 

to attempt to halt the machine, to show its central fiction, this is because between violence and 

law, between life and norm, there is no substantial articulation. Alongside the movement that 

seeks to keep them in relation at all costs, there is a countermovement that, working in an 

inverse direction in law and in life, always seeks to loosen what has been artificially and 

violently linked. That is to say, in the field of tension of our culture, two opposite forces act, one 

that institutes and makes, and one that deactivates and deposes. The state of exception is both 

the point of their maximum tension and—as it coincides with the rule—that which threatens 

today to render them indiscernible. To live in the state of exception means to experience both 

of these possibilities and yet, by always separating the two forces, ceaselessly to try to interrupt 

the working of the machine that is leading the West toward global civil war. 
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Leaders utilize state of exception to justify force. 

Agamben, Giorgio. “The State Of Exception.” The University of Chicago. 2005. Web. December 
11, 2018. <Book >. 

The aim of this investigation— …in the urgency of the state of exception “in which we live”—

was to bring to light the fiction that governs this arcanum imperii [secret of power] par 

excellence of our time. What the “ark” of power contains at its center is the state of 

exception—but this is essentially an empty space, in which a human action with no relation to 

law stands before a norm with no relation to life. This does not mean that the machine, with its 

empty center, is not effective; on the contrary, what we have sought to show is precisely that it 

has continued to function almost without interruption from World War One, through fascism 

and National Socialism, and up to our own Auctoritas and Potestas 87 time. Indeed, the state of 

exception has today reached its maximum worldwide deployment. The normative aspect of law 

can thus be obliterated and contradicted with impunity by a governmental violence that— 

while ignoring international law externally and producing a permanent state of exception 

internally—nevertheless still claims to be applying the law. 

*Ellipsis from source
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Authoritarian rule- people care more about feeding their families. 

Pepinsky, Thomas. “Life In Authoritarian States Is Mostly Boring And Tolerable.” Vox. January 
09, 2017. Web. December 10, 2018. <https://www.vox.com/the-big-
idea/2017/1/9/14207302/authoritarian-states-boring-tolerable-fascism-trump>. 

This observation has two particular consequences. One, for asking if “the people” will tolerate 

authoritarian rule. The premise upon which this question is based is that authoritarianism is 

intolerable generally. It turns out that most people express democratic values, but living in a 

complicated world in which people care more about more things than just their form of 

government — feeding their families, educating their children, professional success — it is easy 

to see that given an orderly society and a functioning economy, democratic politics may 

become a low priority. The answer to the question “will ‘the people’ tolerate authoritarian 

rule?” is yes, absolutely. 
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Americans overly dramatize what authoritarianism looks like. 

Pepinsky, Thomas. “Life In Authoritarian States Is Mostly Boring And Tolerable.” Vox. January 
09, 2017. Web. December 10, 2018. <https://www.vox.com/the-big-
idea/2017/1/9/14207302/authoritarian-states-boring-tolerable-fascism-trump>. 

Even though Malaysia is a perfectly wonderful place to visit and an emerging market economy 

— albeit one that is grappling with the same “middle income trap” issues that characterize 

most emerging market economies -— scholars of comparative politics do not consider it to be 

an electoral democracy. Freedom House considers Malaysia “partly free.” The Democracy-

Dictatorship dataset codes Malaysia [is] as a civilian dictatorship, as does another academic 

rating system that measures political freedom, Boix-Miller-Rosato. 
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America’s mental image of authoritarianism is wrong- it comes from 

media. 

Pepinsky, Thomas. “Life In Authoritarian States Is Mostly Boring And Tolerable.” Vox. January 
09, 2017. Web. December 10, 2018. <https://www.vox.com/the-big-
idea/2017/1/9/14207302/authoritarian-states-boring-tolerable-fascism-trump>. 

The mental image that most Americans harbor of what actual authoritarianism looks like is 

fantastical and cartoonish. This vision has jackbooted thugs, all-powerful elites acting with 

impunity, poverty and desperate hardship for everyone else, strict controls on political 

expression and mobilization, and a dictator who spends his time ordering the murder or 

disappearance of his opponents using an effective and wholly compliant security apparatus. 

This image of authoritarianism comes from the popular media (dictators in movies are never 

constrained by anything but open insurrection), from American mythmaking about the 

Founding (free men throwing off the yoke of British tyranny), and from a kind of “imaginary 

othering” in which the opposite of democracy is the absence of everything that characterizes 

the one democracy that one knows. 
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America’s view of authoritarianism has been misled. 

Pepinsky, Thomas. “Life In Authoritarian States Is Mostly Boring And Tolerable.” Vox. January 
09, 2017. Web. December 10, 2018. <https://www.vox.com/the-big-
idea/2017/1/9/14207302/authoritarian-states-boring-tolerable-fascism-trump>. 

Still, that fantastical image of authoritarianism is entirely misleading as a description of modern 

authoritarian rule and life under it. It is a description, to some approximation, of totalitarianism. 

Carl Friedrich is the best on totalitarianism, and Hannah Arendt of course on its emergence. But 

Arendt and Friedrich were very clear that totalitarianism is exceptional as a form of politics. 
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Authoritarian life is not as restrictive as though; similar to American 

life. 

Pepinsky, Thomas. “Life In Authoritarian States Is Mostly Boring And Tolerable.” Vox. January 
09, 2017. Web. December 10, 2018. <https://www.vox.com/the-big-
idea/2017/1/9/14207302/authoritarian-states-boring-tolerable-fascism-trump>. 

The reality is that everyday life under the kinds of authoritarianism that exist today is very 

familiar to most Americans. You go to work, you eat your lunch, you go home to your family. 

There are schools and businesses, and some people “make it” through hard work and luck. 

Most people worry about making sure their kids get into good schools. The military is in the 

barracks, and the police mostly investigate crimes and solve cases. There is political dissent, if 

rarely open protest, but in general people are free to complain to one another. There are even 

elections. This is Malaysia, and many countries like it. Life is pretty normal, except that elections 

— which often exist — change nothing 
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Most vocal critics will live a tolerable life in Authoritarian, albeit 

sometimes frustrated by the state. 

Pepinsky, Thomas. “Life In Authoritarian States Is Mostly Boring And Tolerable.” Vox. January 
09, 2017. Web. December 10, 2018. <https://www.vox.com/the-big-
idea/2017/1/9/14207302/authoritarian-states-boring-tolerable-fascism-trump>. 

Everyday life in the modern authoritarian regime is, in this sense, boring and tolerable. It is not 

outrageous. Most critics, even vocal ones, are not going to be murdered, as Anna Politkovskaya 

was in Russia; they are going to be frustrated. Most not-very-vocal critics will live their lives 

completely unmolested by the security forces. They will enjoy it when the trains run on time, 

blame the government when they do not, gripe about their taxes, and save for vacation. 

Elections, when they happen, will serve the “anesthetic function” that Philippe Schmitter 

attributed — in the greatly underappreciated 1978 volume Elections without Choice — to 

elections in Portugal under Salazar. 
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Authoritarian daily life resembles democracy. 

Pepinsky, Thomas. “Life In Authoritarian States Is Mostly Boring And Tolerable.” Vox. January 
09, 2017. Web. December 10, 2018. <https://www.vox.com/the-big-
idea/2017/1/9/14207302/authoritarian-states-boring-tolerable-fascism-trump>. 

Life under authoritarian rule in such situations looks a lot like life in a democracy. As Malaysia’s 

longtime Prime Minister Mahathir Mohamad used to say, “if you don’t like me, defeat me in my 

district.” That this could never happen was almost beside the point; there were elections, and 

the ruling National Front coalition deployed the same language of democracy that American 

politicians do today 
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Authoritarian rule- people care more about feeding their families. 

Pepinsky, Thomas. “Life In Authoritarian States Is Mostly Boring And Tolerable.” Vox. January 
09, 2017. Web. December 10, 2018. <https://www.vox.com/the-big-
idea/2017/1/9/14207302/authoritarian-states-boring-tolerable-fascism-trump>. 

This observation has two particular consequences. One, for asking if “the people” will 

tolerate authoritarian rule. The premise upon which this question is based is that 

authoritarianism is intolerable generally. It turns out that most people express democratic 

values, but living in a complicated world in which people care more about more things than just 

their form of government — feeding their families, educating their children, professional 

success — it is easy to see that given an orderly society and a functioning economy, democratic 

politics may become a low priority. The answer to the question “will ‘the people’ tolerate 

authoritarian rule?” is yes, absolutely.  
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Neg: Bahrain DA 

 This disad focuses on the Kingdom of Bahrain in the Persian Gulf. The United States 

headquarters its Fifth Fleet there and also sells arms to them. There are links both based on the 

fleet itself as well as the defense relationship (so if the aff is just about ending arms sales they 

apply). There are a couple of impacts including naval power, oil shocks, and Chinese string of 

pearls strategy.  

 Obviously the ideal scenario would be the aff reading a plan based around Bahrain. But I 

think that this can be relevant in a number of cases even if not explicit. Depending on what the 

plantext is, you can ask about whether or not the aff gets rid of military assistance to Bahrain if 

the aff is about reducing military assistance to authoritarian regimes in the Middle East, if the 

aff is about reducing arms sales to authoritarian regimes, if the aff is about reducing naval 

support to authoritarian regimes. If the aff is shifty in cross ex, you can also always read a short 

shell and use their no linking of the disad as evidence of abuse on T.  

 In terms of answering the disad, there are a number of good turns against the disad. 

One set of these is based on naval strategists that argue that the US can have more strategic 

locations which would help regional stability. A similar set of arguments is based on naval 

overstretch that argues the US should focus their naval might on Asia. This is a good answer to 

the string of pearls scenario. 
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Fifth fleet in Bahrain is key to overall maritime strategy and naval 

power. 

Cropsey, Seth. “The US Navy In Distress.” Strategic Analysis. January, 2010. Web. December 10, 
2018. 
<https://www.hudson.org/content/researchattachments/attachment/766/cropsey_us_
navy_in_distress.pdf>. 

American maritime strategy has played a major role in binding together the international 

system that US foreign policy has aimed to establish since the beginning of the twentieth 

century. What are the consequences for the United States and its allies if those bonds crumble 

as a result of a shrinking Navy with reduced international presence, and a weakening ability to 

project power, provide stabilizing presence, and respond to serious crises? The widely-shared 

current assumption that the immensity of US–China trade eliminates the possibility of serious 

Sino-American conflict recapitulates the United Kingdom’s decision a century ago that alliance 

with Japan was prudent and sufficient to secure the Crown’s interests in the Far East. If this 

assumption proves wrong the consequences for US influence in the Pacific would be as 

disastrous for us as they were for Great Britain. The historically unprecedented half century of 

relative naval peace in the Mediterranean may continue indefinitely, but such a prolongation 

would be a freak of history. The re-deployment of major United States naval force from the 

Mediterranean to support operations in the Middle East and Central Asia, added to the 

declining US naval fleet would leave us with terrible choices if, for example, Turkey’s drift 

towards Islamism yields a naval force with ambitions similar to those of her fifteenth century 

Ghazi Ottoman rulers. What are the long-term consequences as our ability to maintain a global 

naval presence which heretofore has been judged beneficent erodes? The size, shape, and 

strategy of the US Navy are a critical element of America’s position as the world’s great power. 

Our ability to protect or rend asunder the globe’s ocean-going lines of communication is 

inseparable from our position as the world’s great power. But very few outside a small 

community of naval officers and selected military/foreign policy analysts appreciate the 

strategic results of American seapower’s slow but steady diminution. The eventual impact of 

this weakening includes, but is not limited to, a major shift of power away from American 
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influence in Asia; the shattering of such key maritime alliances and partnerships as those we 

currently maintain with Australia, India, Japan, and Singapore; the rise of China as a hegemonic 

power; a debilitating loss in America’s ability to shape the future global strategic environment; 

and a powerful reinforcement of the perception that the United States is in decline. Globally, 

the continued attrition of US naval force also means a serious threat to the security of the 

world’s sea lines of communication and the choke points – such as the Straits of Hormuz – 

through which pass an increasing volume of global commerce, the departure of a visible and 

stabilizing American presence from allied ports as well as potential worldwide flashpoints, and 

the international perception that the United States is abandoning the critical element of 

military capability that undergirded the world system American policy has sought for over a 

century, seapower. The consequences of a much diminished US fleet are complemented by the 

American public’s ignorance of them, the slow yet steady pace of naval deterioration, and the 

increasing time and dismayingly large resources needed to recoup seapower surrendered 

slowly over decades. 
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Bahrain is uniquely key to the Fifth Fleet--no other alternative in the 

region. 

Katzman, Kenneth. “Bahrain: Reform, Security, And U.S. Policy.” FAS. 2015. Web. December 10, 
2018. <https://fas.org/sgp/crs/mideast/95-1013.pdf>. 

The cornerstone of U.S.-Bahrain defense relations is U.S. access to Bahrain’s naval facilities. The 

United States has had a U.S. naval command presence in Bahrain since 1948; MIDEASTFOR (U.S. 

Middle East Force), its successor, NAVCENT (naval component of U.S. Central Command), as 

well as the Fifth Fleet (reconstituted in June 1995) are headquartered there, at a sprawling 

facility called “Naval Support Activity (NSA)-Bahrain.” It is also home to U.S. Marine Forces 

Central Command, Destroyer Squadron Fifty, and three Combined Maritime Forces.37 The “on-

shore” U.S. command presence in Bahrain was established after the 1991 Gulf war against Iraq; 

prior to that, the U.S. naval headquarters in Bahrain was on a command ship mostly docked in 

Bahrain and technically “off shore.” Some smaller U.S. ships (e.g., minesweepers) are home-

ported there, but the Fifth Fleet consists mostly of U.S.-homeported ships that are sent to the 

region on six- to seven-month deployments. Ships operating in the Fifth Fleet at any given time 

typically include a carrier strike group, an amphibious ready group, and some additional surface 

combatants, and operate in both the Persian Gulf and Indian Ocean/Northern Arabian Sea. In 

March 2012, the U.S. Navy doubled its minesweepers in the Gulf to eight, and sent additional 

mine-hunting helicopters, as tensions escalated over Iran’s nuclear program. In May 2013, the 

U.S. Navy move five coastal patrol ships to Bahrain to join five already there. The naval 

headquarters in Bahrain serves as the command headquarters for periodic exercises intended 

to signal resolve to Iran, such as a mine-sweeping exercise involving 41 countries in May 2013. 

The naval headquarters also coordinates the operations of over 20 U.S. and allied warships in 

Combined Task Force (CTF) 151 and 152 that seek to interdict the movement of terrorists, 

pirates, arms, or weapons of mass destruction (WMD)-related technology and narcotics across 

the Arabian Sea. Bahrain has taken several turns commanding CTF-152, and it led an anti-piracy 

task force in Gulf/Arabian Sea waters in October 2010. These operations are offshoots of 

Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) in Afghanistan, which ousted the Taliban in 2001. To further 
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develop the NSA, the U.S. military is implementing a planned $580 million military construction 

program in Bahrain.38 That construction, which began in May 2010 and is to be completed in 

2017, is nearly doubling the size of the 80-acre facility by improving the decommissioned Mina 

(port) Al Salman Pier, leased by the Navy under a January 2008 lease agreement and adding a 

new administration building and space for maintenance, barracks, warehousing, and dining 

facilities. The expansion will support the deployment of additional U.S. coastal patrol ships and 

the Navy’s new littoral combat ship, and permit larger U.S. ships to dock at the naval facility.39 

A separate deep water port in Bahrain, Khalifa bin Salman, is one of the few facilities in the Gulf 

that can accommodate U.S. aircraft carriers and amphibious ships.40 An earlier military 

construction program, costing about $45 million, expanded an apron at Shaykh Isa Air Base, 

where a variety of U.S. aircraft are stationed, including F-16s, F-18s, and P-3 surveillance 

aircraft. About $19 million was used for a U.S. Special Operations Forces facility. The naval 

headquarters took on additional significance in December 2014 when Britain announced a deal 

with Bahrain to establish a fixed naval base in part of the Mina Al Salman pier. Under the 

reported agreement, facilities at Mina Al Salman will be improved to allow Britain’s royal Navy 

to plan, store equipment, and house military personnel there.41 Exploration of Alternatives? 

Some say that the United States should begin examining alternate facilities in the Gulf region on 

the grounds that Bahrain’s hosting of the naval facility could become untenable due to threats 

to U.S. personnel, instability of the government, or the accession of a new regime that expels 

the U.S. presence. Some assert that the United States should not maintain so prominent a 

facility in Bahrain because of the government’s use of repression against its opponents. On July 

22, 2011, the U.S. Navy in Bahrain issued a statement refuting a British press report that the 

Navy is planning to relocate the facility. In July and August 2013, then- Defense Secretary Hagel 

answered a Senator’s inquiry about contingency planning in the event U.S. personnel at the 

facility come under threat. Section 1066 of the House Armed Services Committee’s reported-

out version of the FY2016 National Defense Authorization Act (H.R. 1735) would mandate a 

Defense Department report on contingency planning in the event of an increase in instability in 

Bahrain, including analysis of alternative locations for the NSA. Should there be a decision to 

take that step, likely alternatives in the Gulf would include Qatar’s New Doha Port (to open in 
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2016), Kuwait’s Shuaiba port, and the UAE’s Jebel Ali.42 None of these countries has publicly 

expressed a position on whether it would be willing to host such an expanded facility, but they 

have been highly cooperative with U.S. defense efforts in the Gulf and presumably would be 

willing to host the naval headquarters. U.S. officials say other Gulf state facilities, such as Jebel 

Ali in UAE, do not currently provide large U.S. ships with the ease of docking access that Bahrain 

does, and that many of the alternative possibilities share facilities with large commercial 

operations. 
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Losing military presence from the Fifth Fleet causes the Strait of 

Hormuz to be closed and causes oil shocks. 

Lipman, Ira. “The Strait Of Hormuz: Another Potential Powder Keg In The Volatile Middle East.” 
The Lipman Report. 2015. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<http://www.guardsmark.com/library/current_report.asp?nav=4>. 

Iranian Military Capabilities The Strait of Hormuz is undoubtedly the most sensitive area in the 

world regarding military confrontation because so much of the crude oil that the world needs 

passes through its narrow waters. Over the past decade, a very hostile Iran has developed fast 

gunboats equipped with long-range, ship-to-ship missiles that can even threaten the United 

States Navy. Along Iran’s shore facing the Strait of Hormuz, Iran has placed ship-to-ship missile 

batteries that can close down the Strait at any moment to crude oil tankers or any commercial 

ship. Iran possesses an adequate inventory of mines and multiple platforms for delivering them. 

Iran is believed to possess about 2,000 mines, which are relatively cheap to produce. Of Iran’s 

2,000 mines, about half were purchased from Russia when Iran acquired three submarines, and 

some older mines are from North Korea. However the Strait is relatively shallow and the 

currents are strong, meaning that drifting mines could be flushed easily from the shipping 

lanes. It is a reasonable assumption that Iran would have sought to acquire moored or bottom 

mines to use in the Strait. Iran could easily take advantage of existing assets and military 

installations and the Strait’s geography to attempt to block the flow of oil. Such a campaign 

would depend on Iran’s ability to coordinate the use of mines, anti-ship cruise missiles and air 

defense to create a trap for the United States of America. The classic military analogy would be 

to do to America what the Germans and Turks did to the British at Gallipoli in the Dardanelles 

one hundred years ago; mine a narrow passageway, then, from well-defended coastal 

positions, attack those trying to clear the mines. Specifically, Iran would want to begin laying 

minefields in and around the Strait’s shipping channels, as well as use anti-ship cruise missiles 

against merchant traffic and convoy vessels. It does not take much imagination to suggest that 

the traffic in the Strait of Hormuz could be impeded for months or longer, with major air and 

naval operations required to restore the full flow of traffic. The 5th Fleet of the United States 
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Navy — responsible for naval forces in the Persian Gulf, Red Sea, Arabian Sea and parts of the 

Indian Ocean — is maintaining a stepped-up military presence near the Strait to help ensure 

that shipping lanes remain open and safe. Iran’s recent measures in the Strait of Hormuz, the 

seizing of a container ship and the firing of shots at a Singapore-flagged tanker, have one clear 

message to Saudi Arabia and its Sunni allies: No one can ignore Iran’s key role in Middle East 

developments. Whether reformist or hardliners, Iranian leaders have consensus on securing 

Iran’s influence in the area. Tehran and Riyadh have long been locked in a proxy war. Iran’s 

recent maritime operations have brought a new dimension to the stand-off between Tehran 

and Riyadh, and Iran is clearly exhibiting a new interest in wielding regional influence. Iran is 

testing its limits because it realizes that Washington’s priority is to stop Iran from developing an 

atomic bomb and halt expansion of the Sunni jihadists of ISIS. The tensions over the Strait of 

Hormuz and in the Persian Gulf are just one front in a dangerous multi-front regional cold war 

between Tehran and Washington, D.C. in the broader Middle East. The interests of the Gulf 

Arab monarchies must not be threatened by the nuclear accord that Tehran and world powers 

are trying to reach by the end of June 2015. Oil is the world’s primary source of energy and will 

continue to be for the foreseeable future. The world’s demand for oil will continue to rise as 

both developing nations, such as China, and industrialized ones increase their usage. The future 

free access to this waterway is vital due to the fact that 66 percent of the world’s oil reserves 

reside in the Arabian region — and presently there are few options for exporting this oil out of 

the region besides the Strait. The time for urgency is now.® 
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Strait of Hormuz closure tanks the global economy. 

Zamora, Manuel. “The Strait Of Hormuz As A Global And U.S. Security Concern: A 
Transportation And Maritime Security C.” Journal of Homeland and National Security 
Perspectives. 2014. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<https://journals.tdl.org/jhnsp/index.php/jhnsp/article/view/11>. 

“Approximately 20 percent of the world’s oil supply flows through the Strait of Hormuz to 

Japan, Europe, the United States, and other Asian countries” (Global Equity Research, 2008, p. 

8). This strait is the sole sea passage for several Persian Gulf States that export petroleum to the 

open seas and there are no alternative maritime routes to the Strait of Hormuz for oil exports 

from the Persian Gulf (Emmerson & Stevens, 2012, p. 4). This is of such global significance that 

the U.S. has spent over $8.0 trillion and maintains a strong military presence in the Strait to 

ensure commerce is unimpeded. As a means of providing context, U.S. reliance on oil imports is 

primarily from Saudi Arabia, about 1.8 million gallons per day, while the bulk of U.S. imports, 

which are about 9 million barrels of oil per day, originate from countries such as Canada, 

Mexico, Brazil, Africa, and Europe. Also, with a stockpile of more than 700 million barrels of oil 

in the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, “the U.S. could draw down from it over 466 days at a rate 

of 1.5 million barrels of oil per day (retrieved from 

http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/2012/0103/Oil-pricesWhat-happens-if-Iran-shuts-down-the-

Strait-of-Hormuz). However, the U.S. consumes over 88.18 quadrillion BTUs, and despite the 

fact that the U.S. exports over 10.7 BTUs of energy, the U.S. relies upon over 22.79 BTUs of 

energy from imports4 (U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2014, p. 13, retrieved from 

http://www.eia.gov/totalenergy/data/monthly/ pdf/mer.pdf). Because oil is vital to the world 

economy and the world consumption is rising significantly, any disruption to the Strait of 

Hormuz will have a deleterious effect on the world economy. “This region has always been a 

hyper-flashpoint of global conflict due to the dual strategic persistence of Arab-Israel conflict 

and the geo-strategic and geo-economic rivalries over oil and its supplies. [The conflict] has 

resulted in the near permanent forward basing of U.S. and allied naval and air forces in the 

region, with dedicated theater commands along with naval air assets” (Katzman, Nerurkar, 

O’Rourke, Mason, & Ratner, 2012). [The] increased concern over nuclear and missile 
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proliferation that is part of a domino effect [could] potentially destabilize the region (retrieved 

from https://www.fas.org/sgp/crsmideast/R42335.pdf). Why the Strait of Hormuz? “A regional 

conflict in the Middle East, beginning with a military exchange [or a terrorist act] could be the 

kiss of death for the global economy” (www.globaleconomiccrisis.com). Hypothetically, if 

Iranian missiles breached the Strait of Hormuz, “oil prices would soar beyond their historic 

highs, sending the current false economic recovery into an authentic global depression.” 

Further, the [Strait of Hormuz] is within the geo-strategic and geo-economic rivalries over oil 

and its supplies across the critical sea gate.” 
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Oil shocks escalate and spark great power conflicts. 

King Jr., Neil. “Peak Oil: A Survey Of Security Concerns.” Center for a New American Security. 
2008. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<https://s3.amazonaws.com/files.cnas.org/documents/CNAS_Working-
Paper_PeakOil_King_Sept2008.pdf?mtime=20160906082150>. 

Many commentators in the United States and abroad have begun to wrestle with the question 

of whether soaring oil prices and market volatility could spark an outright oil war between 

major powers—possibly ignited not by China or Russia, but by the United States. In a 

particularly pointed speech on the topic in May, James Russell of the Naval Postgraduate School 

in California addressed what he called the increasing militarization of international energy 

security. “Energy security is now deemed so central to ‘national security’ that threats to the 

former are liable to be reflexively interpreted as threats to the latter,” he told a gathering at the 

James A. Baker Institute for Public Policy at Houston’s Rice University.6 The possibility that a 

large-scale war could break out over access to dwindling energy resources, he wrote, “is one of 

the most alarming prospects facing the current world system.”7 Mr. Russell figures among a 

growing pool of analysts who worry in particular about the psychological readiness of the 

United States to deal rationally with a sustained oil shock. Particularly troubling is the increasing 

perception within Congress that the financial side of the oil markets no longer functions 

rationally. It has either been taken over by speculators or is being manipulated, on the supply 

side, by producers who are holding back on pumping more oil in order to drive up the price. A 

breakdown in trust for the oil markets, these analysts fear, could spur calls for government 

action—even military intervention. “The perceptive chasm in the United States between new 

[oil] market realities and their impact on the global distribution of power will one day close,” 

Mr. Russell said. “And when it does, look out.”8 The World at Peak: Taking the Dim View For 

years, skeptics scoffed at predictions that the United States would hit its own domestic oil 

production peak by sometime in the late 1960s. With its oil fields pumping full out, the U.S. in 

1969 was providing an astonishing 25 percent of the world’s oil supply—a role no other country 

has ever come close to matching. U.S. production then peaked in December 1970, and has 

fallen steadily ever since, a shift that has dramatically altered America’s own sense of 
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vulnerability and reordered its military priorities. During World War II, when its allies found 

their own oil supplies cut off by the war, the United States stepped in and made up the 

difference. Today it is able to meet less than a third of its own needs. A similar peak in 

worldwide production would have far more sweeping consequences. It would, for one, spell the 

end of the world’s unparalleled economic boom over the last century. It would also 

dramatically reorder the wobbly balance of power between nations as energy-challenged 

industrialized countries turn their sights on the oil-rich nations of the Middle East and Africa. In 

a peak oil future, the small, flattened, globalized world that has awed recent commentators 

would become decidedly round and very vast again. Oceans will reemerge as a hindrance to 

trade, instead of the conduit they have been for so long. An energy-born jolt to the world 

economy would leave no corner of the globe untouched. Unable to pay their own fuel bills, the 

tiny Marshall Islands this summer faced the possibility of going entirely without power. That is a 

reality that could sweep across many of the smallest and poorest countries in Africa, Asia, and 

Latin America, reversing many of the tentative gains in those regions and stirring deep social 

unrest. Large patches of the world rely almost entirely on diesel-powered generators for what 

skimpy electricity they now have. Those generators are the first to run empty as prices soar. A 

British parliamentary report released in June on “The Impact of Peak Oil on International 

Development” concluded that “the deepening energy crisis has the potential to make poverty a 

permanent state for a growing number of people, undoing the development efforts of a 

generation.”9 We are seeing some of the consequences already in Pakistan – a country of huge 

strategic importance, with its own stash of nuclear weapons – that is now in the grips of 

asevere energy crisis. By crippling the country’s economy, battering the stock market, and 

spurring mass protests, Pakistan’s power shortages could end up giving the country’s Islamic 

parties the leverage they have long needed to take power. It’s not hard to imagine similar 

scenarios playing out in dozens of other developing countries. Deepening economic unrest will 

put an enormous strain on the United Nations and other international aid agencies. Anyone 

who has ever visited a major UN relief hub knows that their fleets of Land Rovers, jumbo jets 

and prop planes have a military size thirst for fuel. Aid agency budgets will come under 

unprecedented pressure just as the need for international aid skyrockets and donor countries 
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themselves feel pressed for cash. A peaking of oil supplies could also hasten the impact of 

global climate change by dramatically driving up the use of coal for power generation in much 

of the world. A weakened world economy would also put in jeopardy the massively expensive 

projects, such as carbon capture and storage, that many experts look to for a reduction in 

industrial emissions. So on top of the strains caused by scarce fossil fuels, the world may also 

have to grapple with the destabilizing effects of more rapid desertification, dwindling fisheries, 

and strained food supplies. An oil-constricted world will also stir perilous frictions between 

haves and have-nots. The vast majority of all the world’s known oil reserves is now in the hands 

of national oil companies, largely in countries with corrupt and autocratic governments. Many 

of these governments—Iran and Venezuela top the list—are now seen as antagonists of the 

United States. Tightened oil supplies will substantially boost these countries’ political leverage, 

but that enhanced power will carry its own peril. Playing the oil card when nations are 

scrambling for every barrel will be a far more serious matter that at any time in the past. The 

European continent could also undergo a profound shift as its needs—and sources of energy—

diverge all the more from those of the United States. A conservation-oriented Europe (oil 

demand is on the decline in almost every EU country) will look all the more askance at what it 

sees as the gluttonous habits of the United States. At the same time, Europe’s governments 

may have little choice but to shy from any political confrontations with its principal energy 

supplier, Russia. An energy-restricted future will greatly enhance Russia’s clout within settings 

like the UN Security Council but also in its dealings with both Europe and China. Abundant oil 

and gas have fueled Russia’s return to power over the last decade, giving it renewed standing 

within the UN and increasing sway over European capitals. The peak oil threat is already 

sending shivers through the big developing countries of China and India, whose propulsive 

growth (and own internal stability) requires massive doses of energy. For Beijing, running low 

on fuel spells economic chaos and internal strife, which in turn spawns images of insurrection 

and a breaking up of the continent sized country. Slumping oil supplies will automatically pit the 

two largest energy consumers—the United States and China—against one another in 

competition over supplies in South America, West Africa, the Middle East, and Central Asia. 

China is already taking this competition very seriously. It doesn’t require much of a leap to 
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imagine a Cold War-style scramble between Washington and Beijing—not for like-minded allies 

this time but simply for reliable and tested suppliers of oil. One region that offers promise and 

peril in almost equal measure is the Artic, which many in the oil industry consider the last big 

basin of untapped hydrocarbon riches. Butthe Artic remains an ungoverned ocean whose legal 

status couldn’t be less clear, especially so long as the United States continues to remain outside 

the international Law of the Sea Treaty. As the ices there recede, the risk increases that a 

scramble for assets in the Artic could turn nasty. 
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The Fifth Fleet is key to deterring China and preventing Chinese string 

of pearls strategy. 

Townshend, Ashley. “‘Few Reasons To Fear China’s ‘Pearls’.”. May 26, 2011. Web. December 
10, 2018. 
<http://www.realclearworld.com/articles/2011/05/26/few_reasons_to_fear_china_pea
rls_99534.html)>. 

What, then, would be the strategic logic behind building these bases in the first place? Many 

speculate that China’s main objective is to offset the vulnerability of its energy supply-lines by 

acquiring the capacity to threaten the sea lanes of adversaries. However, while the Indian 

Ocean power balance remains tilted in favour of an Indo-US partnership, Beijing would be hard-

pressed to sever trade routes on the high seas. Indeed, Washington appears to hold the trump 

card as far as naval blockades are concerned. Situated at the heart of the Persian Gulf, the US 

Navy’s Fifth Fleet is better placed than any other player to regulate the flow of Middle Eastern 

oil. As long as Chinese policymakers are unable to alter this reality, they’re likely to think twice 

about militarising any “pearls”. None of this is to say that all is well in the Indian Ocean. As 

China and India continue to rise amid an overall climate of strategic mistrust, maintaining the 

security of international sea lanes will be an increasingly important diplomatic endeavour. This 

will require greater confidence and compromise on all sides. To allay suspicions and stop us 

jumping at shadows, Beijing will need to be more transparent on its Indian Ocean objectives. 
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Chinese string of pearls cause miscalculation in territorial hotspots. 

Tiezzi, Shannon. “The Maritime Silk Road Vs. The String Of Pearls.” The Diplomat. February, 
2014. Web. December 10, 2018. <http://thediplomat.com/2014/02/the-maritime-silk-
road-vs-the-string-of-pearls>. 

Zhou Bo, an honorary fellow with China’s Academy of Military Science, wrote a piece for China-

US Focus specifically debunking the idea of the “string of pearls.” Zhou rejected the notion that 

China was establishing military bases throughout the Indian Ocean. He writes, “China has only 

two purposes in the Indian Ocean: economic gains and the security of Sea lines of 

Communication (SLOC) … Access, rather than bases, is what the Chinese Navy is really 

interested in.” Zhou posits that China’s economic “mega-projects” in the Indian Ocean and 

South China Sea will “help to mitigate security concerns.” Of course, in a way this is exactly 

what worries observers about the “string of pearls.” China’s idea of mitigating security concerns 

over territorial disputes in the South China Sea might be different than what its rivals, including 

Vietnam and the Philippines, have in mind. Even if the “maritime silk road” is an exclusively 

economic strategy, it still would have obvious strategic implications. For one thing, China has 

proven it’s not shy about using economic coercion to pursue its interests, making any economic 

investment a potential weapon. For another, as many have pointed out, China largely relies on 

paramilitary or civilian vessels to stake its claim to disputed maritime regions. Under this 

strategy, China doesn’t need to send its navy to the newly constructed ports to exert increased 

control over the regional shipping lanes. A blurred distinction between civilian and military 

vessels also smudges the line between a military-based “string of pearls” and a trade-based 

“maritime silk road.” 
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US reducing military assistance to Bahrain opens the floodgates in the 

Middle East and encourages Iranian aggression. 

Friedman, George. “Bahrain And The Battle Between Iran And Saudi Arabia.”. 2011. Web. 
December 10, 2018. <https://www.stratfor.com/weekly/20110307-bahrain-and-battle-
between-iran-and-saudi-arabia>. 

With the U.S. withdrawal from Iraq, this strategy is being abandoned in the sense that the force 

needed to contain Iran is being withdrawn. The forces left in Kuwait and U.S air power might be 

able to limit a conventional Iranian attack. Still, the U.S. withdrawal leaves the Iranians with the 

most powerful military force in the region regardless of whether they acquire nuclear weapons. 

Indeed, in my view, the nuclear issue largely has been an Iranian diversion from the more 

fundamental issue, namely, the regional balance after the departure of the United States. By 

focusing on the nuclear issue, these other issues appeared subsidiary and have been largely 

ignored. The U.S. withdrawal does not mean that the United States is powerless against Iran. It 

has been reconstituting a pre-positioned heavy brigade combat team set in Kuwait and has 

substantial air and naval assets in the region. It also can bring more forces back to the region if 

Iran is aggressive. But it takes at least several months for the United States to bring 

multidivisional forces into a theater and requires the kind of political will that will be severely 

lacking in the United States in the years ahead. It is not clear that the forces available on the 

ground could stop a determined Iranian thrust. In any case, Iraq will be free of American troops, 

allowing Iran to operate much more freely there. And Iran does not need to change the balance 

of power in the region through the overt exercise of military force. Its covert capability, 

unchecked by American force, is significant. It can covertly support pro-Iranian forces in the 

region, destabilizing existing regimes. With the psychology of the Arab masses changing, as they 

are no longer afraid to challenge their rulers, Iran will enjoy an enhanced capacity to cause 

instability. As important, the U.S. withdrawal will cause a profound shift in psychological 

perceptions of power in the region. Recognition of Iran’s relative power based on ground 

realities will force a very different political perception of Iran, and a desire to accommodate 

Tehran. The Iranians, who understand the weakness of their military’s logistics and air power, 
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are pursuing a strategy of indirect approach. They are laying the foundation for power based on 

a perception of greater Iranian power and declining American and Saudi power. Bahrain, the 

Test Case Bahrain is the perfect example and test case. An island off the coast of Saudi Arabia, 

Bahrain and Saudi Arabia are linked by a causeway. For most purposes, Bahrain is part of Saudi 

Arabia. Unlike Saudi Arabia, it is not a major oil producer, but it is a banking center. It is also the 

home of the U.S. 5th Fleet, and has close ties to the United States. The majority of its 

population is Shia, but its government is Sunni and heavily linked to Saudi Arabia. The Shiite 

population has not fared as well economically as Shia in other countries in the region, and 

tensions between the government and the public have long existed. The toppling of the 

government of Bahrain by a Shiite movement would potentially embolden Shia in Saudi Arabia, 

who live primarily in the oil-rich northeast near Bahrain. It also would weaken the U.S. military 

posture in the region. And it would demonstrate Iranian power. If the Saudis intervened in 

Bahrain, the Iranians would have grounds to justify their own intervention, covert or overt. Iran 

might also use any violent Bahraini government suppression of demonstrators to justify more 

open intervention. In the meantime, the United States, which has about 1,500 military 

personnel plus embassy staff on the ground in Bahrain, would face the choice of reinforcing or 

pulling its troops out. Certainly, there are internal processes under way in Bahrain that have 

nothing to do with Iran or foreign issues. But just as the internal dynamic of revolutions affects 

the international scene, the international scene affects the internal dynamic; observing just one 

of the two is not sufficient to understand what is going on. The Iranians clearly have an interest 

in overthrowing the Bahraini regime. While the degree to which the Iranians are involved in the 

Bahraini unrest is unclear, they clearly have a great deal of influence over a cleric, Hassan 

Mushaima, who recently returned to Bahrain from London to participate in the protests. That 

said, the Bahraini government itself could be using the unrest to achieve its own political goals, 

much as the Egyptian military used the Egyptian uprising. Like all revolutions, events in Bahrain 

are enormously complex — and in Bahrain’s case, the stakes are extremely high. Unlike Libya, 

where the effects are primarily internal, the events in Bahrain clearly involve Saudi, Iranian and 

U.S. interests. Bahrain is also the point where the Iranians have their best chance, since it is 

both the most heavily Shiite nation and one where the Shiites have the most grievances. But 
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the Iranians have other targets, which might be defined as any area adjoining Saudi Arabia with 

a substantial Shiite population and with American bases. This would include Oman, which the 

United States uses as a support facility; Qatar, headquarters of U.S. Central Command and 

home to Al Udeid Air Base; and Kuwait, the key logistical hub for Iraqi operations and with 

major army support, storage and port facilities. All three have experienced or are experiencing 

demonstrations. Logically, these are Iran’s first targets. The largest target of all is, of course, 

Saudi Arabia. That is the heart of the Arabian Peninsula, and its destabilization would change 

the regional balance of power and the way the world works. Iran has never made a secret of its 

animosity toward Saudi Arabia, nor vice versa. Saudi Arabia could now be in a vise. There is 

massive instability in Yemen with potential to spill over into Saudi Arabia’s southern Ismaili-

concentrated areas. The situation in Iraq is moving in the Iranians’ favor. Successful regime 

changes in even one or two of the countries on the littoral of the Persian Gulf could generate 

massive internal fears regardless of what the Saudi Shia did and could lead to dissension in the 

royal family. It is not surprising, therefore, that the Saudis are moving aggressively against any 

sign of unrest among the Shia, arresting dozens who have indicated dissent. The Saudis clearly 

are uneasy in the extreme. Iran’s Powerful Position The Iranians would be delighted to cause 

regime change throughout the region, but that is not likely to occur, at least not everywhere in 

the region. They would be equally happy simply to cause massive instability in the region, 

however. With the United States withdrawing from Iraq, the Saudis represent the major 

supporter of Iraq’s Sunnis. With the Saudis diverted, this would ease the way for Iranian 

influence in Iraq. At that point, there would be three options: Turkey intervening broadly, 

something it is not eager to do; the United States reversing course and surging troops into the 

region to support tottering regimes, something for which there is no political appetite in the 

United States; and the United States accepting the changed regional balance of power. Two 

processes are under way. The first is that Iran will be the single outside power with the most 

influence in Iraq, not unlimited and not unchallenged, but certainly the greatest. The second is 

that as the United States withdraws, Iran will be in a position to pursue its interests more 

decisively. Those interests divide into three parts: eliminating foreign powers from the region to 

maximize Iranian power, convincing Saudi Arabia and other countries in the region that they 
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must reach an accommodation with Iran or face potentially dangerous consequences, and a 

redefinition of the economics of oil in the Persian Gulf in favor of Iran, including Iranian 

participation in oil projects in other Persian Gulf countries and regional investment in Iranian 

energy development. The events in the Persian Gulf are quite different from the events in 

North Africa, with much broader implications. Bahrain is the focal point of a struggle between 

Saudi Arabia and Iran for control of the western littoral of the Persian Gulf. If Iran is unable to 

capitalize on events in Bahrain, the place most favorable to it, the moment will pass. If 

Bahrain’s government falls, the door is opened to further actions. Whether Iran caused the 

rising in the first place is unclear and unimportant; it is certainly involved now, as are the 

Saudis. The Iranians are in a powerful position whatever happens given the U.S. withdrawal 

from Iraq. Combine this with a series of regime changes, or simply destabilization on the border 

of Saudi Arabia, and two things happen. First, the Saudi regime would be in trouble and would 

have to negotiate some agreement with the Iranians — and not an agreement the Saudis would 

like. Second, the U.S. basing position in the Persian Gulf would massively destabilize, making 

U.S. intervention in the region even more difficult. The problem created by the U.S. leaving Iraq 

without having been able to install a strong, pro-American government remains the core issue. 

The instability in the Persian Gulf allows the Iranians a low-risk, high-reward parallel strategy 

that, if it works, could unhinge the balance of power in the entire region. The threat of an 

uprising in Iran appears minimal, with the Iranian government having no real difficulty crushing 

resistance. The resistance on the western shore of the Persian Gulf may be crushed or dissolved 

as well, in which case Iran would still retain its advantageous position in Iraq. But if the perfect 

storm presents itself, with Iran increasing its influence in Iraq and massive destabilization on 

the Arabian Peninsula, then the United States will face some extraordinarily difficult and 

dangerous choices, beginning with the question of how to resist Iran while keeping the price of 

oil manageable. 
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Naval power projection is key to global stability and to prevent 

multiple nuke wars. 

Cropsey, Seth. “New American Grand Strategy.”. April 13, 2016. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<http://www.hudson.org/research/12409-new-american-grand-strategy>. 

The U.S. today faces a heretofore unfamiliar strategic challenge, the possibility of three linked 
hegemonies that span the Eurasian land mass. Russia is on the ramparts in Ukraine, Georgia, 
and the Middle East. Its Baltic State ambitions are not a secret. NATO’s failure to respond in a 
real crisis means the alliance’s end and a maturing Russian hegemony that stretches from 
Central Asia to the Atlantic. China actively seeks to become Asia’s hegemon. Iran’s rulers, 
armed with missiles of increasing range, added financial resources, and the likelihood of nuclear 
weapons, have their eye on dominating the strategic space between Moscow’s influence and 
Beijing’s. A single hegemony on the Eurasian land mass threatens U.S. markets, our ability to 
keep conflict at a distance, regional stability, and democracy. At a minimum, the three 
hegemonies would overturn the current liberal international order. If the U.S. does not take 
effective action to prevent this, its run as a pre-eminent global power will end. Proximity to the 
oceans and seas offers the U.S. the opportunity to leverage its still-dominant seapower as the 
key to countering or if necessary opposing the three would-be hegemons. Since Woodrow 
Wilson, the goal of American foreign policy has been to prevent regional hegemony. Two 
decades after Wilson, President Roosevelt led the United States in another global conflict, 
against Nazi Germany and the Empire of Japan. Both Europe and Asia were—and remain— 
critical to our hopes for greater prosperity, security, and an increasingly democratic world. The 
United States and its allies destroyed both totalitarian hegemons. Finally, the United States 
contained the Soviet Union for almost half a century, blunting its threat to Europe, and 
confronting its expanding influence in Asia, Africa, the Middle East, and Latin America. 
Emerging from this century of nearly continuous global conflict, the United States was the 
unquestioned global power. No state could challenge it economically, politically, or militarily. 
The U.S. destroyed the Iraqi military twice in slightly over a decade, and put a stop to ethnic 
cleansing in the Balkans. New threats have ended this brief period of America’s benevolent 
international leadership. Three competitors are at odds with the American-led international 
system. The sum of their ambitions is to undermine U.S. global power. A resurgent Russia aims 
to reclaim its previous glory, and capitalize on the current U.S. administration’s idea that a small 
America translates into a more secure world. The European refugee crisis and potential 
destabilization in the European Union challenge the American alliance system in Europe – the 
cornerstone of American security policy since the end of World War II. America’s remaining 
allies show little resolve. Meager European defense budgets make matters worse. In Asia, a 
rising China focuses on cultivating its economic resources and marshalling them to develop its 
military power. China’s island-building campaign that seeks to extend its territorial claims into 
international waters directly confronts the international order. As Admiral Harry Harris, 
commander of U.S. forces in the Pacific recently told Congress, “China has unilaterally changed 
the (region’s) status quo.” Beijing combines its land reclamation campaign with high-tempo 
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presence operations, conducted by the PLAN and coast guard in contested areas of the South 
and East China Seas. The Chinese are also accelerating their ability to project naval power and 
control the seas by constructing troop transports, large surface combatants, and a second 
aircraft carrier. This situation bears a resemblance to the world America faced before World 
War II when Nazi Germany and Imperial Japan initially overwhelmed the European powers that 
had refused to rearm following World War I. But the semblance is passing. America faces not 
two aspiring hegemons, but three. The Middle East is the critical link between Europe and Asia. 
Its oil-rich states supply a large amount of the world’s energy resources, and facilitate exchange 
between the two hemispheres. With the Red Sea and Persian Gulf/Arabian Sea in the South, 
the Mediterranean to the West, and the Caspian and Black Sea to the North, the Middle East is 
more like an island than a contiguous land mass. On this island Iran attempts to assert its 
dominance. Russia aids Iran with weapons transfers and its support of Iranian proxy Bashar al-
Assad. Relieved of sanctions, the Islamic Republic has begun to receive massive financial 
inflows, and has actively directed some of its profits towards obtaining dual-use military 
technology like jet engines. Iranian Special Forces, known as the Quds Force, conduct 
paramilitary operations in Iraq and Syria, expanding Tehran’s influence over its neighbors. 
Although America’s adversaries have worked with one another in the past, the current degree 
of cooperation between China, Russia, and Iran is a strategic terra incognita. Iranian oil shipped 
into Chinese ports generates financial resources that the Islamic Republic uses to purchase 
advanced weapons from Russia. Russia helps Iran fight its proxy wars while Iran supports 
growing Russian influence in the Eastern Mediterranean. America’s three strategic competitors 
oppose the U.S. in similar ways. China, Russia, and Iran understand the lessons of the First Gulf 
War. Since the Cold War’s end, America’s style of warfare has been to build coalitions, amass 
men and resources in neighboring countries, and launch combined arms assaults that 
overwhelm the enemy technologically and operationally. The American-led coalition in the First 
Gulf War of nearly one million soldiers eviscerated an entrenched Iraqi army of over 1.5 million. 
However, without neighboring Saudi Arabia’s willingness, the U.S. would have been unable to 
conduct the operation. A naval assault would have been smaller, and Kuwait’s crowded 
coastline could have meant high casualties. The First Gulf War suggested a clear strategy to 
counter the U.S. Deny American forces access to a region, and the U.S. loses power. Chinese, 
Russian, and Iranian efforts have all focused on denying America access to their respective 
regions. As it turns up the heat on the Baltic States, Russia is proscribing options for a rapid 
buildup by deploying long-range air defense and strike missiles at NATO’s borders. This is 
consistent with U.S. European Command commander General Philip Breedlove’s late February 
statement to Congress that “President Putin has sought to undermine the rules-based system 
of European security and attempted to maximize his power on the world stage.” China’s land 
reclamation campaign, increasing naval power, and anti-ship missiles aim to keep American 
forces at a distance from which effective combat power cannot readily be applied. Iran’s low-
cost missile boats, midget subs, large numbers of ballistic and cruise missile as well as mines, 
and its influence at the Strait of Hormuz seek to offset American escalation. Instability in Iraq 
and the U.S.’s shaky relations with Pakistan further restrict staging points for an American 
attack. Declining U.S. military budgets and a shrinking force combined with poor treatment of 
critical allies have made things worse calling into question the US’ ability to honor its 
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commitments. The current administration’s abrogation of ballistic missile defense agreements 
with Poland and the Czech Republic; its prolonged interruption of defensive arms sales to 
Taiwan; and its failure to keep the Saudis informed about last year’s deal with Iran are 
examples of treating allies shabbily. As a result, the U.S. is less able to rely on adequate basing 
rights where they are needed both to deter and if necessary to fight. The man or woman who 
takes office 10 months from now faces a new challenge to U.S. national security. It calls for 
changes to American strategy. The access that once allowed us to deter the Soviets has been 
eroded. Its resurrection in today’s Europe is unlikely. Such access is largely nonexistent in the 
Middle East and tenuous in East Asia. Coalitions of allied and partner nations remain extremely 
important—as they have since the U.S. became a major power. U.S. ground forces will not go it 
alone. They rarely have. Even the 1994 operation to remove Haiti’s military junta engaged 
coalition partners: Poland and Argentina. The combat operation, had it been necessary, would 
have been staged out of the U.S, Puerto Rico and Guantanamo. Equally reliable options are 
limited in Eurasia. So, while alliances and partnerships—for example, of Sunni states opposed 
to ISIS—are vital, they may not always be available, or dependable. If North Korea were to 
invade the South, there is no guarantee that Japan would allow its bases to be used for 
repelling the invaders or striking deep into North Korea. Seapower possesses the advantages of 
geography, mobility, and—with sufficient investment—numbers and growing technological 
edge. It will be essential in future conflicts because it depends less on nearby bases. Logistics 
ships in sufficient number can keep battle groups including amphibious forces on station, 
present, and combat-ready largely independent of basing agreements. Maritime coalitions will 
likely offer more security in the future. But there is no alternative to dominant U.S. seapower 
today. Allies like Japan lack the industrial capacity to make up the deficit between the U.S. Navy 
and the expanding PLAN. Newer partners like Vietnam cannot hope to hold against a Chinese 
onslaught without American support. Seapower is the surest means to assure constant access 
to effective combat capability in the Western Pacific. The same shift in thinking applies to the 
greater Middle East. Its gulfs and seas allow access that is largely independent of diplomatic 
agreement. Robust seapower may not be sufficient to cover our security interests in the Middle 
East, but its usefulness increases proportionately to the territorial holdings on which ISIS makes 
its claim as a caliphate. The Persian Gulf and Gulf of Oman are Iran’s southwest and southern 
borders. It’s a long haul from there or from the Eastern Mediterranean to Tehran but a doable 
one with refueling tankers based in Gulf States or carrier-launched drones of the foreseeable 
future that can refuel the ship’s strike aircraft. The Cold War plan to mass land forces in defense 
of Europe has been voided by continental hopes that perpetual peace arrived. Even the most 
stalwart American partners, such as the UK, have cut military capacity and capability. But 
Europe is a peninsula. It is surrounded by accessible waters from St. Petersburg to Crimea. 
Seapower cannot stop a Russian ground invasion of the Baltics but it can snap the supply lines 
of an attack and give such ground forces as NATO can muster a chance to prevail. Naval vessels’ 
ability to project power inland can also deter Russia. The U.S. has emerged into a new world. To 
the potential for nuclear warfare with a would-be peer competitor—China—that American 
statesmen most wished to avoid after the Cold War have been added threats from a nuclear-
armed Russia, North Korea, and sooner or later, Iran. The more immediate prospect of a triple 
hegemony may not be an existential threat. But its outcome would cripple our markets, destroy 
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our alliances, and endanger us where we live. All can be avoided by a change in grand strategy 
that continues to hold threats at a distance as it relies on the independence, accessibility, and 
technological superiority of seapower.
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Arms sales and military assistance to Bahrain cause regional 

instability--specifically Syria. 

Zunes, Stephen. “BAHRAIN’S ARRESTED REVOLUTION.” Arab Studies Quarterly. 2013. Web. 
December 10, 2018. https://www.jstor.org/stable/10.13169/arabstudquar.35.2.0149. 

The fine line Obama has been forced to walk on Bahrain is tied to the island nation’s important 

strategic role for the United States. The US military in Bahrain, which directs the Fifth Fleet and 

the US Naval Central Command, controls roughly one-fifth of this small nation. For more than 

20 years, approximately 1,500 Americans have been stationed at what the US government 

refers to as a “forward operations center,” supporting operations and serving as homeport for 

an additional 15,000 sailors. Unlike in other Gulf states, where Americans have traditionally 

tried to keep a low profile, the US presence is quite visible in Bahrain as a major port of call for 

sailors on leave. The fortress-like US embassy in Manama is probably the largest embassy 

relative to the population of the host country of any in the world. Bahrain purchased more that 

$386 million in weaponry, ammunition and fighting vehicles from the United States between 

2007 and 2009. As University of California- Irvine Professor Mark Le Vine describes it, “If the 

United States is Egypt’s primary patron, in Bahrain it is among the ruling family’s biggest 

tenants.”22 Former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral William Crowe once told me in 

an interview that Bahrain was “pound for pound, man for man, the best ally the United States 

has anywhere in the world.”23 Indeed, economic interests also draw the two nations together. 

Bahrain was the first Arab country to produce oil back in 1932. Standard Oil of California (now 

Chevron), later joined by Texaco, succeeded in controlling the country’s oil industry through 

ownership of the Bahrain Petroleum Company, until the Bahraini government purchased the 

company in 1980. The government has embarked upon a massive privatization program in 

recent years - selling banks, financial services, telecommunication, and other public assets to 

private interests. The Heritage Foundation/Wall Street Journal Index of Economic Freedom 

ranks Bahrain as having the “freest” economy in the Middle East and the tenth “freest” in the 

world. Support for the neo-liberal “Washington consensus” resulted in Bahrain becoming the 

first Persian Gulf state to sign a free trade agreement with the United States in 2005. In 
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response to the recent arrests and firings of trade union activists by the Bahraini regime, the 

AFL-CIO has called on the Obama administration to suspend the special accord that waives 

tariffs on industrial and consumer products, the first time the US trade union federation has 

called for halting a trade pact on human rights grounds. The Obama administration, however, 

has rejected the plea. Unfortunately, rather than advocating sanctions, as the president has 

done with Syria, the US Defense Department announced just a week before Obama’s 

September UN speech a proposed sale of $53 million of weapons and related equipment to 

Bahrain’s military, including 44 armed Humvees that could be important instruments in 

suppressing street protests. The Pentagon, in defending the arms transfer, praised the 

authoritarian government as “an important force for political stability and economic progress in 

the Middle East.”24 According to Maria McFarland, deputy Washington director at Human 

Rights Watch, “This is exactly the wrong move after Bahrain brutally suppressed protests and is 

carrying out a relentless campaign of retribution against its critics. It will be hard for people to 

take U.S. statements about democracy and human rights in the Middle East seriously when, 

rather than hold its ally Bahrain to account, it appears to reward repression with new 

weapons.”25 In response, a broad coalition of 29 peace, human rights, and religious 

organizations mobilized against the arms sale and a number of prominent Congressional 

Democrats raised concerns as well. Opponents of US policy in Bahrain emphasized that, for the 

cause of freedom and democracy to advance in the Arab world, the struggle cannot just take 

place in the Middle East, but in the United States as well. The following month, in the face of 

mounting objections, the Obama administration announced an indefinite delay in the sale, 

while continuing, according to a State Department official, to “supply some items on a case-by-

case basis that directly affected our own national security interests.”26 In May of 2012, 

however, the Obama administration announced they were releasing much of the items that 

had previously been put on hold, though emphasized that they were primarily for external 

defense and “not typically used for crowd control and we would not anticipate would be used 

against protestors in any scenario.” When pressed by reporters to describe which specific items 

were included in the package, however, State Department officials refused to elaborate, 

making it impossible to actually verify whether the arms transfers did not include tools of 
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repression.27 Conclusion A more democratic Bahrain would probably be friendlier to the 

Iranian regime than the current Bahraini government, but it would certainly not be an Iranian 

puppet. For example, the Sultanate of Oman, an Arab member of the GCC, still has longstanding 

cultural and commercial ties with Iran. Opposition forces have stressed they would not call for 

the removal of US forces from the country, but even if a more democratic Bahrain did scale 

back the US military presence on their small island, it would not be stridently anti-American. 

Questions remain as to how much democracy the United States would like to see in the region, 

even if led by a popular mass nonviolent movement. Putting the normative arguments aside, 

however, anything short of support for full democratization would be extremely short-sighted. 

As Professor Levine puts it, “What is more essential to American security today, convenient 

bases for its ships, planes and troops across the Middle East, or a full transition to democracy 

throughout the region?”28 Nabeel Rajab, president of the Bahrain Center for Human Rights and 

recipient of the Woodrow Wilson Center’s 201 1 Ion Ratiu Democracy Award, noted that while 

human rights groups and civil society organizations have supported democratic struggles in the 

Gulf region, the Obama administration’s policies have been disappointing, noting how “the U.S. 

has acted differently and has different responses for different countries. There is full support 

for revolutions in countries where [the U.S. government] has a problem with their leadership, 

but when it comes to allied dictators in the Gulf countries, they have a much softer position and 

that was very upsetting to many people in Bahrain and the Gulf region. This will not serve your 

long strategic interest, to strengthen and continue your relations with dictators and repressive 

regimes,” noting how “Those dictators will not be there forever. Relationships should be 

maintained with people, not families.”29 Among the problems this double-standard creates is 

that it has enabled the Syrian regime and its supporters to make the case that opposition to 

repression by the Assad government is not based on a universal commitment to human rights 

and democracy, but simply a means to destabilize a country whose leadership has not been 

supportive of Western interests. In both Tunisia and Egypt, the United States had to play catch 

up in its policy toward these allied regimes in the face of popular struggles against 

authoritarianism, only belatedly coming out in support of the massive nonviolent pro-
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democracy struggles in those countries. It would be nice if, when it comes to Bahrain, the 

United States would not wait until the last minute to be on the right side of history. 

 

The Fifth Fleet undermines regional stability and fails to deter 

enemies in the region. 

Jones, Toby. “Time To Disband The Bahrain-Based U.S. Fifth Fleet.”. June 10, 2011. Web. 
December 10, 2018. <www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2011/06/time-to-
disband-the-bahrain-based-us-fifth-fleet/240243/1/?single_page=true>. 

It is widely believed that the Fifth Fleet has served American interests well. There may have 

been a time when this was true. Today it is not. There are a number of reasons why the Fifth 

Fleet may well have become a political liability, irrelevant, or possibly even both. The cost of 

maintaining a large military presence in the Gulf drains American resources and limits the 

United States’ flexibility in dealing with regional crises. Most importantly, its presence enables 

regional allies to act recklessly. Saudi Arabia would almost certainly not have sent its troops 

into neighboring Bahrain - a sovereign country - if the Saudi and Bahraini leaderships did not 

assume they were protected by their patrons in the U.S. military. It’s time for the Fifth Fleet to 

go. It is not enough that the fleet and its massive base be moved. Rather, it should be 

eliminated, its personnel and material incorporated into other existing fleets. The United States 

has effectively been able to monitor the Gulf without having a direct military presence the 

region in the past. There is no shortage of American military and even naval facilities outside 

the Gulf that are capable of providing a quick military response if necessary. After all, we 

survived just fine before the Fifth Fleet was recreated in 1995. With the Iraq war winding down, 

it is time to draw down the overall U.S. presence in the region. The Fifth Fleet would be a good 

place to start. Saudi Arabia and Bahrain have long sought the comfort of American security 

guarantees. The Arab Gulf states have never possessed the military ability to protect 

themselves from regional threats and so depend on the U.S. Their domestic security interests 

have been served as well. As absolute monarchies with small social bases of support, they face 

the permanent prospect of domestic challenges to their power. They have built powerful 
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domestic security apparatuses, which still receive American weapons sales and training. 

Bahrain and Saudi Arabia appear to be taking their relationship with the U.S. for granted, 

assuming that American dependence on oil allows them to operate from a position of strength. 

By failing to criticize Saudi Arabia’s regional counterrevolutionary efforts or Bahrain’s brutality, 

the Obama administration seems to be currently unwilling to risk upsetting that relationship. 

The effect is that U.S. has not only been paralyzed by its inability to speak truth to Saudi and 

Bahraini excess, but has enabled their dangerous behavior as well. The Arab Spring should 

make clear that the old autocratic political order is neither stable nor secure. The oil rich 

monarchies have so far weathered the regional upheaval, but they too are vulnerable. And they 

know it. Their shared sense of anxiety, urgency, and vulnerability is at the heart of Saudi and 

Bahraini responses to events at home and abroad. Aside from enabling brutal behavior, the 

logic behind our heavy military presence in the Gulf may be outdated. Ever since President 

Jimmy Carter outlined a strategic doctrine that stated the U.S. would “use any means 

necessary, including military force” to protect its “vital interests” in the Persian Gulf, the United 

States has seen its military commitments to the region intensify. Since the mid-1980s, the U.S. 

has in a sense been engaged in one long war in the Gulf. It helped intensify the Iran-Iraq war of 

the 1980s, led Desert Storm in 1990 and 1991, imposed no-fly zones over Iraq in the 1990s, and 

invaded Iraq in 2003, all to some extent on the basis of the Carter Doctrine. If security and 

stability are measured by the absence of conflict, the American military approach to the Gulf 

has not been much of a success. 
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The US suffers from military overstretch--ditching the Fifth Fleet frees 

up more resources to East Asia which is key. 

Holmes, James. “US Navy’s Indian Ocean Folly?.”. January 04, 2011. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<http://thediplomat.com/2011/01/us-navys-indian-ocean-folly/?allpages=yes>. 

But assume Washington exercises intellectual discipline, keeping its priorities in order rather 

than diffusing its efforts. The sea services must still revisit a perennial debate, namely where to 

station the fleet to best effect. When wrestling with complex matters, it’s always helpful to 

consult the greats of strategic theory. Clausewitz cautions against dispersing forces and effort 

too widely. In the effort to do everything, everywhere, the United States risks stretching its 

military so thin that it proves incapable of doing much of anything anywhere. The Prussian 

thinker also urges commanders to shun secondary theatres or operations unless the likely gains 

appear ‘exceptionally rewarding,’ and unless such a diversion won’t risk too much in the main 

theatre or line of operations. In modern parlance, they should keep their eyes on the ball. Such 

a focused attitude is worth cultivating. After all, even a global fleet has finite resources, and 

some theatres must therefore be delegated to regional powers or triaged altogether. Sea-

power theorist Alfred Thayer Mahan weighs in with two related insights. Mahan supposedly 

counselled commanders, ‘never divide the fleet!’ This quotation is apocryphal, but he did 

highlight the perils of breaking the fleet down into standing contingents weaker than likely 

opponents. This would subject each lesser fleet to catastrophic defeat and the US Navy to 

piecemeal defeat. (It should be borne in mind, of course, the context in which he was writing 

was the pre-Panama Canal world, where the US Navy couldn’t swiftly combine Atlantic and 

Pacific forces; warships had to circumnavigate South America). Far better, maintained Mahan 

and kindred thinkers like Theodore Roosevelt, to keep the full battle fleet on one coast and 

accept the risk of attack on the other coast than to leave one half-strength fleet in the Atlantic 

and another in the Pacific. Both fleets would be inferior to potential adversaries. In his 1897 

book The Interest of America in Sea Power, Present and Future, accordingly, Mahan 

pronounces it ‘a broad formula’ that any US fleet ‘must be great enough to take the sea, and to 

fight, with reasonable chances of success, the largest force likely to be brought against it…’ 
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Later, in his 1911 work Naval Strategy, Mahan devised three criteria for appraising the strategic 

value of possible naval bases, namely ‘position, strength, and resources.’ Position referred 

straightforwardly enough to a site’s geographic position. The best strategic positions adjoined 

one or more important sea lines of communication. Strength was a site’s natural defences, 

along with the ease with which civil engineers could augment these defences to ward off 

attack. Resources meant a naval station’s ability to sustain itself through foodstuffs, fuel, and 

other supplies, either from the surrounding country or through efficient transport 

infrastructure such as railways. So how would this apply now? Take a look at the map of Asia 

through this Mahanian lens. The principal hubs for forward-deployed US sea power in Asia are 

in the Persian Gulf to the west and scattered among bases in Japan and Guam to the east. The 

Gulf island of Bahrain is home to a command centre, while US forces routinely call at Dubai for 

logistical support. Forces are, as can be seen, concentrated at the opposite extremes of the vast 

Asian landmass. Geographic distance slows efforts to concentrate the fleet for action in either 

theatre. And along the way, forces bound eastward or westward depend on free passage 

through such narrow seas as the Strait of Hormuz, the Strait of Malacca, and the Lombok and 

Sunda straits. The prospect of seeing these chokepoints contested or closed altogether ought to 

give US naval planners pause. But the most problematic challenges are in East Asia. In the 

coming years, it’s entirely possible that the Japan-based Seventh Fleet may find itself inferior to 

the concentrated power of China’s People’s Liberation Army Navy, augmented by Beijing’s 

increasingly lethal force of ballistic missiles, antiship cruise missiles, and land-based combat 

aircraft. If so, support from forces based in the Indian Ocean or the United States will be at a 

premium. But the US Fifth Fleet is headquartered in Bahrain, in the faraway Persian Gulf 

theatre. Depending on events, a sizable proportion of US combat power is often within the 

Gulf, in effect a bay or inlet separated from the broad Indian Ocean by the chokepoint at 

Hormuz. To sortie for action in South Asian waters or to join the Seventh Fleet in the Western 

Pacific, Fifth Fleet units must exit the Gulf through the Strait of Hormuz, passing under the 

shadow of Iranian antiship weaponry. 
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Chinese expansion is good--creates cooperation and growth. 

Sun, Degang. “China’s Soft Military Presence In The Middle East.”. March 11, 2015. Web. 
December 10, 2018. <http://www.mei.edu/content/map/china%E2%80%99s-soft-
military-presence-middle-east>. 

Military exchanges have also increased between China and Thailand, Myanmar, Cambodia, 

Pakistan, the Maldives, Sudan, the Seychelles, Saudi Arabia, and others. These exchanges have 

laid a foundation for further military cooperation in the western Indian Ocean and the Persian 

Gulf. Furthermore, since elements of the Chinese navy were dispatched to Somali waters in 

2008, China has launched joint anti-piracy exercises and naval visits to neighboring countries 

and regions in an effort to exercise military diplomacy. It has also built interim technical service 

stops in Djibouti, Oman, Saudi Arabia, and Sudan. These interactions have created ideal 

conditions for developing the Chinese military presence overseas. The further expansion of 

China’s soft military presence overseas is necessary to protect its growing foreign commercial 

investments and other interests, not to mention the safety of Chinese expatriate workers. Such 

an expansion is politically feasible due to Beijing’s strong record of adherence to the principles 

of non-alignment, respect for international boundaries, and non-interference in other 

countries’ internal affairs. The expansion of China’s soft military presence overseas is also 

technically feasible. With the acceleration of its military modernization, China is now able to 

project its power overseas. Particularly important has been the deployment of China’s first 

aircraft carrier, the Liaoning, which has enabled the military to extend its reach into the South 

China Sea, the western Pacific, and the Indian Ocean. The carrier also provides technical 

support for Chinese forces needing to dock temporarily between domestic bases and overseas 

stations. 
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Naval power is inevitable--no countries pose a threat to the US. 

Work, Robert. “The Coming Naval Century.”. May, 2012. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2012-05/coming-naval-century>. 

For those in the military concerned about the impact of such cuts, I would simply say four 

things:¶ • Any grand strategy starts with an assumption that nation must maintain its 

objectives and its power in equilibrium, its purposes within its means, and its means equal to its 

purposes.”¶ • The upcoming defense drawdown will be less severe than past post–World War 

II drawdowns. Accommodating cuts will be hard, but manageable.¶ • At the end of the 

drawdown, the United States will still have the best and most capable armed forces in the 

world. The President well appreciates the importance of a world-class military. “The United 

States remains the only nation able to project and sustain large-scale military operations over 

extended distances,” he said. “We maintain superior capabilities to deter and defeat adaptive 

enemies and all resources are scarce, requiring a balancing of commitments and resources. As 

political commentator Walter Lippmann wrote: “The to ensure the credibility of security 

partnerships that are fundamental to regional and global security. In this way our military 

continues to underpin our national security and global leadership, and when we use it 

appropriately, our security and leadership is reinforced.”¶ • Most important, as the nation 

prioritizes what is most essential and brings into better balance its commitments and its 

elements of national power, we will see the beginning of a Naval Century—a new golden age of 

American sea power.¶ The Navy Is More Than Ships¶ Those who judge U.S. naval power solely 

by the number of vessels in the Navy’s battle force are not seeing the bigger picture. Our battle 

force is just one component—albeit an essential one—of a powerful National Fleet that 

includes the broad range of capabilities, capacities, and enablers resident in the Navy, Marine 

Corps, and Coast Guard. It encompasses our special-mission, prepositioning, and surge-sealift 

fleets; the ready reserve force; naval aviation, including the maritime-patrol and 

reconnaissance force; Navy and Marine special operations and cyber forces; and the U.S. 

Merchant Marine. Moreover, it is crewed and operated by the finest sailors, Marines, Coast 

Guardsmen, civilian mariners, and government civilians in our history, and supported by a 
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talented and innovative national industrial base.¶ If this were not enough, the heart of the 

National Fleet is a Navy–Marine Corps team that is transforming itself from an organization 

focused on platforms to a total-force battle network that interconnects sensors, manned and 

unmanned platforms with modular payloads, combat systems, and network-enabled weapons, 

as well as tech-savvy, combat-tested people into a cohesive fighting force. This Fleet and its 

network would make short work of any past U.S. Fleet—and of any potential contemporary 

naval adversary. 
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Market forces and spare capacity prevent any oil shocks impact. 

Khan, Jeremy. “Crude Reality.”. February 13, 2011. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<http://archive.boston.com/bostonglobe/ideas/articles/2011/02/13/crude_reality/>. 

Among those asking this tough question are two young professors, Eugene Gholz, at the 

University of Texas, and Daryl Press, at Dartmouth College. To find out what actually happens 

when the world’s petroleum supply is interrupted, the duo analyzed every major oil disruption 

since 1973. The results, published in a recent issue of the journal Strategic Studies, showed that 

in almost all cases, the ensuing rise in prices, while sometimes steep, was short-lived and had 

little lasting economic impact. When there have been prolonged price rises, they found the 

cause to be panic on the part of oil purchasers rather than a supply shortage. When oil runs 

short, in other words, the market is usually adept at filling the gap. One striking example was 

the height of the Iran-Iraq War in the 1980s. If anything was likely to produce an oil shock, it 

was this: two major Persian Gulf producers directly targeting each other’s oil facilities. And 

indeed, prices surged 25 percent in the first months of the conflict. But within 18 months of the 

war’s start they had fallen back to their prewar levels, and they stayed there even though the 

fighting continued to rage for six more years. Surprisingly, during the 1984 “Tanker War” phase 

of that conflict — when Iraq tried to sink oil tankers carrying Iranian crude and Iran retaliated 

by targeting ships carrying oil from Iraq and its Persian Gulf allies — the price of oil continued to 

drop steadily. Gholz and Press found just one case after 1973 in which the market mechanisms 

failed: the 1979-1980 Iranian oil strike which followed the overthrow of the Shah, during which 

Saudi Arabia, perhaps hoping to appease Islamists within the country, also led OPEC to cut 

production, exacerbating the supply shortage. In their paper, Gholz and Press ultimately 

conclude that the market’s adaptive mechanisms function independently of the US military 

presence in the Persian Gulf, and that they largely protect the American economy from being 

damaged by oil shocks. “To the extent that the United States faces a national security challenge 

related to Persian Gulf oil, it is not ‘how to protect the oil we need’ but ‘how to assure 

consumers that there is nothing to fear,’ “ the two write. “That is a thorny policy problem, but it 

does not require large military deployments and costly military operations.” There’s no denying 
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the importance of Middle Eastern oil to the US economy. Although only 15 percent of imported 

US oil comes directly from the Persian Gulf, the region is responsible for nearly a third of the 

world’s production and the majority of its known reserves. But the oil market is also elastic: 

Many key producing countries have spare capacity, so if oil is cut off from one country, others 

tend to increase their output rapidly to compensate. Today, regions outside the Middle East, 

such as the west coast of Africa, make up an increasingly important share of worldwide 

production. Private companies also hold large stockpiles of oil to smooth over shortages — 

amounting to a few billion barrels in the United States alone — as does the US government, 

with 700 million barrels in its strategic petroleum reserve. And the market can largely work 

around shipping disruptions by using alternative routes; though they are more expensive, 

transportation costs account for only tiny fraction of the price of oil. 
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Base in Bahrain is terrible--having other bases is far more preferable. 

Koplovsky, Michael. “Precipitating The Inevitable: The Surprisingly Benign Impact Of Losing 
Basing Rights In Bahrain.”. October 23, 2006. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-
bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA463412&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf>. 

Despite adamant arguments outlining the essential nature of U.S. forward bases to achieve 

military goals, the availability of options seems to blunt the claims. Real concerns about risks 

and costs further undermine the case for the necessity of a Bahrain base. Given its other 

options (many of which the United States is actively considering or pursuing), it appears that 

the United States can achieve its national security goals without a permanent base in Bahrain. 

Bases in other Gulf States, a reliable and credible lift capacity, sea-basing, and “rear-

echeloning” collectively promise to compensate adequately in terms of operational factors. 

While each alternative has its own weaknesses, adopting a balanced combination of these 

options would enable the United States to deter and/or defend against Iran, reassure and 

protect Gulf allies and friends, conduct effective campaigns against terrorist groups, ensure free 

passage of energy exports through the Strait of Hormuz, and continue its reconstruction and 

stability activities in Iraq without a permanent presence in Bahrain. The very real danger of 

unintended consequences -- including eroding support for the United States, generating 

political troubles for regional partners, feeding perceptions of weak U.S. commitment to 

democracy, and stoking ideological recruitment -- argue against a large permanent presence. 

Forward deployed U.S. forces’ vulnerability to attack is another important concern. 
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Bases in South Asia are much better suited than one in Bahrain. 

Koplovsky, Michael. “Precipitating The Inevitable: The Surprisingly Benign Impact Of Losing 
Basing Rights In Bahrain.”. October 23, 2006. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-
bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA463412&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf>. 

By establishing a network of cooperative locations and forward bases in Africa and Asia and 
through deepened security cooperation efforts, the United States could bolster its ability to 
project force to the Persian Gulf. While the use of temporary or permanent bases in South Asia 
or East Africa would not secure an interior Persian Gulf position, it would enable effective 
launch pads for rear-echeloning and proximate command and control, thus addressing 
operational factor time considerations. These new concepts promise many of the same 
advantages in terms of factor time, space, and force as a permanent operating base such as the 
U.S. presence in Bahrain. By pre-positioning equipment, deploying forces afloat or on rotating 
training missions, or by investing in increased lift capability and through creative sustainment 
techniques, U.S. planners believe the military can enjoy a de facto interior position in the 
Persian Gulf, by amassing sufficient force inside the key Strait of Hormuz at will. New concepts 
will allow quick reaction, allaying fears of factor time effects. Proponents of these “episodic,” 
“rotational,” “afloat,” and other ad hoc arrangements are persuaded that the United States will 
be able to muster enough and appropriate power in the right place and at the right time to 
succeed.
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NEG: Conditional Aid CP 

The United States ought not provide military aid to authoritarian regimes except for the 

Philippines. This counterplan would argue that providing aid to the Philippines as it will check 

China expansion and combat future threats. 
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Philippines is the largest recipient of US military aid. 

Lee-Brago, Pia. “Philippines Largest Recipient Of US Military Aid’.” Philstar. September 10, 2018. 
Web. December 11, 2018. 
<https://www.philstar.com/headlines/2018/09/10/1850124/philippines-largest-
recipient-us-military-aid#JlbIX6lSW6lYICo7.99>. 

MANILA, Philippines — The Philippines is the largest recipient of American military assistance in 

the region valued at over P15 billion for the past three years, the United States embassy in 

Manila said following the Philippine government’s announcement of plans to procure arms and 

weapons from outside the US. “We support the Armed Forces of the Philippines (AFP)’s 

modernization goals through a variety of programs and initiatives,” US embassy spokesperson 

Molly Koscina said in an email to The STAR on Saturday. The relationship of the US with the 

Philippines, according to Koscina, is one of its most enduring in the Indo-Pacific region. 
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Philippines is sliding into authoritarianism. 

Gomezthe, Jim. “Philippines’ Duterte Threatens Authoritarian Rule Over Relentless Criticism Of 
Presidency.” The Star. June 06, 2018. Web. December 11, 2018. 
<https://www.thestar.com/news/world/2018/06/06/philippines-duterte-threatens-
authoritarian-rule-over-relentless-criticism-of-presidency.html>. 

MANILA, PHILIPPINES—Philippine President Rodrigo Duterte threatened Wednesday to resort 

to emergency powers and enforce them “to the hilt” to deal with relentless criticism over his 

human-rights record, crimes and government wrongdoing. Duterte, who placed the southern 

third of the archipelago nation last year under martial law to battle Muslim militants, said 

“there’s no difference actually between martial law and a declaration of national emergency.” 

“Even with this meagre emergency power, I will use it to the hilt [to] put things in order,” the 

brash-talking president said in a late-night news conference upon arrival from a South Korean 

trip. He has threatened before to resort to authoritarian rule nationwide if lawlessness worsens 

beyond control. Looking exasperated, Duterte warned that he would place problematic 

government agencies under his office so he could supervise them directly. He has publicly fired 

several officials for alleged corruption, excessive foreign trips and other unspecified 

wrongdoings. “I’m warning all of you criminals, all, in government or outside of it. I will make 

radical changes in the days to come,” he said. “For those offices which could no longer be put 

under control, I will place you under the office of the president. I’ll be the one you’ll face every 

day.” It’s unclear what triggered the volatile leader’s latest outburst. 
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Philippines key to check China expansion. 

Jennings, Ralph. “Philippines, US To Step Up Joint Military Exercises.” VOA. October 05, 2018. 
Web. December 11, 2018. <https://www.voanews.com/a/china-philippines-us-joint-
military-exercises/4600885.html>. 

Washington hopes to keep relations strong with Philippines as part of a broader alliance with 

Asian democracies, including Japan and South Korea, scholars have said. The alliance effectively 

checks China’s maritime expansion. The Philippines matters particularly now in case local 

opposition to U.S. bases grows in Okinawa or South Korea, Araral said. “If you look at the big 

picture, the Philippines remains a very strategic and geopolitical asset to the United States and 

they don’t want to lose the Philippines to the Chinese,” Araral said. “So I suppose that this 

heightened military to military cooperation is part of that bigger picture of making sure that the 

U.S. will stay on and hang on while Duterte is there and hoping that the next president will be 

friendlier to the United States.” 
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Military aid is necessary to combat rising threat of China. 

Schwellenbach, Samantha. “IMPLEMENTATION AND UTILIZATION OF SECURITY ASSISTANCE: A 
MULTI-COUNTRY ANALYSIS.” Naval Postgraduate School. September, 2015. Web. 
December 11, 2018. <https://apps.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/1009316.pdf>. 

Security assistance programs help build partner nation capacity and serve as a mechanism to 

obtain access to and influence militaries in allied and friendly nations. The sheer number and 

cost of conflicts make it impossible for a limited number of nations to carry the full burden of 

providing global security. Partner nations must be empowered to play a role. More often than 

not, these nations require assistance to increase military capability before they are able capable 

of making a greater contribution. Security, or military, assistance programs are one of the 

primary methods in which a country can build partner nation capacity. Capable armed forces 

are better able to defend their countries and contribute to joint operations. The implementing 

nations gain benefits, such as defense industrial growth, greater access in the region, and are 

better able to achieve national security objectives. The United States and Russia have two of 

the largest security/military assistance programs in the world. Both programs strengthen the 

capabilities of the armed forces in recipient nations and strengthen the implementing nation’s 

strategic position. Historically, U.S. and Russian programs focused on different countries; 

however, the end of the Cold War and globalization has resulted in countries utilizing programs 

from a larger number of nations. Emphasis has shifted from the more traditional East/West 

focus to countering transnational threats and the rising military power of China. 
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Military aid is a terrible means of leverage. 

Miller, Andrew. “What Has $49 Billion In Foreign Military Aid Bought Us? Not Much.” Carnegie 
Endowment for International Peace. February 27, 2018. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://carnegieendowment.org/2018/02/27/what-has-49-billion-in-foreign-military-
aid-bought-us-not-much-pub-75657>. 

Likewise, the track record of using security assistance to increase U.S. influence in the region is 

no more encouraging. While recipient countries are happy to utter platitudes about increased 

cooperation, they generally—and successfully—resist Washington’s requests to modify their 

policies in exchange for assistance. Ongoing U.S. assistance to Egypt did not leave Cairo open to 

American pleas to desist from forcibly dispersing two largely non-violent sit-ins in the capital, in 

which over 800 people were massacred. Likewise, U.S. attempts to explicitly link military 

assistance and arms sales to a recipient country’s domestic political behavior have not borne 

much fruit. For instance, the Obama administration’s suspension of some types of military 

assistance to Egypt in 2013 did not lead to “credible progress” toward democratic reforms. Nor 

did putting a $4 billion arms package for Bahrain on hold yield an improvement in that 

country’s human rights environment. Importantly, these failures have more to do with a lack of 

political will in Washington, in which the U.S. capitulated before its coercive measures could 

have the desired effect, than any inherent limitation in what withholding weapons shipments 

can accomplish. But the frequency with which the United States folds in these standoffs 

suggests a structural problem in U.S. assistance mechanisms that undermines its efficacy as a 

tool of influence. U.S. officials have excellent access in Middle Eastern capitals, but it is hard to 

attribute this to military assistance and arms sales. The United States remains a predominant 

international player and most countries do not have the luxury of ignoring Washington for long. 

Pentagon officials argue that the provision of material support increases their contacts with 

foreign militaries, creating opportunities to learn more about partner armed forces. In practice, 

however, recipient countries take great precautions to limit and regulate U.S. access to their 

troops. As an example, most Egyptian military personnel are prohibited from interacting with 

U.S. officials, while a small core of vetted senior officers are entrusted with managing Egypt’s 

military relationship with the United States. 
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TURN – China is contrasting US military aid with diplomatic efforts 

that are more effective. 

Lischin, Luke. “US Foreign Policy Is Failing In The Philippines.” East Asia Forum. March 23, 2018. 
Web. December 11, 2018. <http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2018/03/23/us-foreign-
policy-is-failing-in-the-philippines/>. 

Although the United States deployed about double that number of operators during the 

height of Operation Enduring Freedom-Philippines, the current deployment is a notable 

accomplishment given President Rodrigo Duterte’s desire to expel them from the country. 

Pacific Eagle’s designation as an OCO effectively removes caps on military and civilian spending 

in support of the operation, clearing the path for its budget to grow significantly. Bourgeoning 

counterterrorism funding is a tantalising incentive for Manila to cooperate closely with 

Washington, but it belies the fact that success for Pacific Eagle will not ‘come cheap’. A lasting 

peace in the Philippines remains out of reach as the Abu Sayyaf group has returned to the fore 

alongside other pro-IS militants. The Armed Forces of the Philippines (AFP) remain poorly 

trained and underequipped. Meanwhile, the Moro peace process continues to wither on the 

vine as the legislation negotiated to end the conflict awaits consideration in the Senate. Polling 

suggests that the Philippines is receptive to US military engagement. Although Philippine 

confidence in US leadership remains strong, it is in decline. Similarly, the AFP remain stalwarts 

of the US–Philippine alliance — a situation that Duterte openly laments. The United States can 

feel justifiably confident in pursuing Pacific Eagle with the support of the military and the 

public, but it cannot count on the Philippine Congress. Presidential spokesperson Harry Roque 

Jr has repeatedly downplayed the significance of US–Philippine cooperation on 

counterterrorism and Duterte has gone as far as blaming Washington for masterminding a 

botched counterterrorism operation. Even in pursuit of an ostensibly shared goal, Duterte 

cannot be counted upon to do more than cynically embrace US–Philippine cooperation and 

begrudgingly accept US funds and supplies. While the US seeks to preserve its relationship with 

the Philippines through military ties, China seeks to contest US influence by using trade, 

investment, and economic aid as an avenue to expanding security ties. Productive economic 

relations with both the United States and China are vital to the Philippines’ economic wellbeing, 

which makes it unlikely that trade and investment with one country will overshadow the other 

in the near term.
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NEG: Disaster Relief NC 

This negative case has a unique angle because it diverts attention from the traditional 

defenses of security guarantees. Its thesis is that US military aid is necessary not for warfighting 

or alliance support, but for a prompt response to natural disasters. For example, typhoons 

regularly hit The Philippines, and they have an autocratic government that the US military 

supports. American troops have historically deployed to that island nation to evacuate people, 

including for instance its logistical support after Typhoon Haiyan in 2013. The acronym you 

should be using in your research is HADR, which stands for Humanitarian Assistance and 

Disaster Relief.  

The applicability of this case is round-dependent. If an affirmative says that all US 

military aid to all authoritarian governments should end, then you’re in a good spot. If the aff is 

about a single country, such as Saudi Arabia or Turkey, it will be a harder sell (all the literature is 

about HADR in the Asia-Pacific). The neg should also heed the expert recommendations for how 

HADR can be improved (for example, by strengthening coordination with civilian agencies) to 

write a “uniqueness counterplan.” A uniqueness counterplan is meant not to solve the aff case, 

but instead to resolve some inconvenient issues with the status quo. It sets a high bar for the 

aff to prove that military-led disaster relief is inherently wrong, instead of merely imperfect 

(because the counterplan makes HADR better). 
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US military aid is necessary for disaster relief. 

Smith, James. “The Importance Of Military-civil Coordination For International Disaster 
Response.” American Military University. May 29, 2014. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://www.military1.com/army/article/462108-the-importance-of-military-civil-
coordination-for-international-disaster-response/>. 

The U.S. is the major contributor of military assistance in disasters around the world. The 

military by necessity is expert in getting personnel and equipment into areas where 

infrastructure is damaged or absent, as is usually the case after a major disaster. Military 

resources are often irreplaceable for general functions, such as logistics, mobility, and damage 

assessment, and specialized functions, such as air traffic control and hospital ships. 
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Military aid for disaster relief should follow the Oslo Guidelines, 

which require respect for humanitarian principles. 

Smith, James. “The Importance Of Military-civil Coordination For International Disaster 
Response.” American Military University. May 29, 2014. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://www.military1.com/army/article/462108-the-importance-of-military-civil-
coordination-for-international-disaster-response/>. 

Military assistance can be deployed under bilateral agreements, but once international 

humanitarian organizations are involved, it is essential that the military and civilian 

organizations operate together. UN-CMCoord was therefore created for several purposes: 

Promote and protect humanitarian principles, which are delineated in the Oslo Guidelines 

Avoid competition Minimize inconsistency Pursue common goals when appropriate The U.N.’s 

OCHA coordinates international humanitarian aid, including civil-military coordination. OCHA 

provides training and advocacy on the guidelines that govern the use of foreign military and 

civil defense assets when there is a humanitarian civil-military interaction. OCHA maintains 

close ties with major military commands such as SOUTHCOM and PACOM, and each of those 

commands has a civil-military coordination group. In conjunction with the commands, OCHA 

periodically offers courses in civil-military coordination in order to teach military personnel the 

Oslo Guidelines and how to apply them. The courses use team exercises based on actual past 

disaster scenarios. When there is an actual international aid response, such as recently in the 

Philippines, deployed OCHA personnel lead in the set- up and management of the interactions 

among all international organizations and foreign military assistance. The organizational 

structure somewhat resembles the U.S. National Incident Management System (NIMS) and 

Incident Command System (ICS), but it is easier to work within it if one has had the OCHA 

course. 
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Civil-military coordination is essential to trust from locals--military aid 

alone looks conditional or political. 

Defense, Department Of. “Department Of Defense Support To Foreign Disaster Relief.”. July 13, 
2011. Web. December 08, 2018. <https://fas.org/irp/doddir/dod/disaster.pdf>. 

Relationships between DOD and NGO personnel are based on multiple factors: • a mutual 

understanding of each others’ goals and objectives • planned lines of operations • support 

relationships • coordination procedures • information sharing • capabilities (such as, 

dependent or independent; mature or immature) Most NGOs follow the humanitarian 

principles of impartiality, independence, humanitarianism, and neutrality when providing aid; 

therefore, they base decisions on need alone. While not denying the necessity for occasional 

military assistance, some NGOs may perceive military aid as politically motivated and 

conditional. NGOs may be concerned that their association with civil-military or military 

organizations may undermine their impartiality and neutrality or increase their security risks. 

The collective aim should be to strive for unity of effort or at least unity of purpose through a 

comprehensive approach to achieving common objectives. In spite of possible philosophical 

differences between military forces and NGOs, their short-term objectives are frequently 

similar. Discovering this common ground is essential. Attention to shared goals will facilitate 

cooperation, collaboration, coordination, and communication among DOD personnel and their 

partners within the NGO community. 
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Humanitarian and disaster relief, or HADR, is a core task of the 

military especially in the age of climate change. 

Capie, David. “The United States And Humanitarian Assistance And Disaster Relief (HADR) In 
East Asia: Connecting Co.” Journal of Strategic Studies. May 11, 2015. Web. December 
08, 2018. 
<https://www.researchgate.net/publication/273918434_The_United_States_and_Hum
anitarian_Assistance_and_Disaster_Relief_HADR_in_East_Asia_Connecting_Coercive_a
nd_Non-Coercive_Uses_of_Military_Power>. 

Although the US military has responded to foreign disasters since the nineteenth century, 

American defense policy has increasingly recognized HADR as a core task for the country’s 

armed forces. The 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) was among the first official 

documents to place ‘a new emphasis on the utility of non-combat foreign assistance activities’ 

as part of the need to promote stability and development to aid the ‘long war’ against 

terrorism. In 2007, the US Maritime Strategy – A Cooperative Strategy for 21st Century 

Seapower – made humanitarian assistance and disaster relief one of the core missions of the 

US Navy, Marines and Coast Guard alongside deterrence, sea control, power projection and 

maritime security.19 A 2008 report by the Congressional Research Service noted that the 

Department of Defense had ‘instructed military commanders to look more broadly at 

humanitarian assistance, employing it as a component of US security cooperation with foreign 

nations’. 20 The 2010 National Security Strategy also identified humanitarian assistance as a 

directed mission of the Department of Defense.21 Attention to disaster relief has grown along 

with the increasing salience of climate change as a security issue. The 2010 QDR was the first 

Review to mention climate change, noting that it had the potential to change the ‘operating 

environment, roles and missions of US forces’. 22 
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The armed forces are well-suited to disaster relief. 

Capie, David. “The United States And Humanitarian Assistance And Disaster Relief (HADR) In 
East Asia: Connecting Co.” Journal of Strategic Studies. May 11, 2015. Web. December 
08, 2018. 
<https://www.researchgate.net/publication/273918434_The_United_States_and_Hum
anitarian_Assistance_and_Disaster_Relief_HADR_in_East_Asia_Connecting_Coercive_a
nd_Non-Coercive_Uses_of_Military_Power>. 

The most visible way the military advances these objectives is by responding to disasters such 

as an earthquake, typhoon or tsunami. Armed forces are well-suited for this: they have assets 

at hand that allow them to respond quickly, for example carrying out a search and rescue role 

or assisting with evacuations. Amphibious warfare vessels, often equipped with helicopters, 

have proved to be ideal vehicles for the provision of humanitarian aid. Militaries have 

unequalled capabilities in transportation and logistics that allow relief supplies to be delivered 

where they are needed most. Just as importantly, compared to civilian agencies, the armed 

forces have a large pool of personnel ready to be deployed. The US Navy, for example, has 

more construction workers and civil engineers than the US Agency for International 

Development (USAID).23 
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Military aid is key to smart power. 

Capie, David. “The United States And Humanitarian Assistance And Disaster Relief (HADR) In 
East Asia: Connecting Co.” Journal of Strategic Studies. May 11, 2015. Web. December 
08, 2018. 
<https://www.researchgate.net/publication/273918434_The_United_States_and_Hum
anitarian_Assistance_and_Disaster_Relief_HADR_in_East_Asia_Connecting_Coercive_a
nd_Non-Coercive_Uses_of_Military_Power>. 

HADR as an Example of Military Smart Power How then does the US involvement in HADR 

activities in Asia relate to hard, soft power and smart power? In one of the more detailed 

attempts to explain how soft power works, Alexander Vuving divides the concept up into three 

dimensions, which he calls ‘beauty, brilliance, and benignity’.  Beauty is the resonance that is 

evoked when you ‘represent ideals, values, causes, or visions’. It generates soft power through 

the ‘production of inspiration’. Brilliance is a property associated with someone who is capable 

or successful. It elicits admiration, which can lead to ‘imitation, or emulation, and respect, or 

fear, or reverence’. Finally, benignity creates soft power through the production of gratitude 

and sympathy. Actors appear benign when they ‘behave unselfishly. Selfless behavior signals 

that you are putting other people’s interests before your own. … It reassures others of the 

agent’s peaceful or benevolent intentions, thereby inviting cooperation.’  Much of the wider 

empirical literature on soft power focuses on the influence of beauty or brilliance, assuming 

that American values, wealth and culture generate admiration and prompt emulation. In the 

case of humanitarian assistance, however, the more common narrative is one about altruism 

and generosity generating a more positive image of the United States. This can be clearly seen 

in a brief examination of three recent instances of US involvement in HADR in East Asia in the 

last decade. 
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HADR ensures that the US remains a credible power in East Asia. 

Capie, David. “The United States And Humanitarian Assistance And Disaster Relief (HADR) In 
East Asia: Connecting Co.” Journal of Strategic Studies. May 11, 2015. Web. December 
08, 2018. 
<https://www.researchgate.net/publication/273918434_The_United_States_and_Hum
anitarian_Assistance_and_Disaster_Relief_HADR_in_East_Asia_Connecting_Coercive_a
nd_Non-Coercive_Uses_of_Military_Power>. 

A central goal for United States strategy in East Asia therefore is to project itself as a credible 

and engaged regional power, one with an important, legitimate and ongoing regional role. 

These claims can be made directly to allies and security partners or to the wider region through 

participation in regional institutions and multilateral exercises. To be sure, there are many ways 

the military can be used to this end, but HADR missions have provided one important 

instrument through which the US can demonstrate the importance and utility of its regional 

presence. As a series of Department of Defense talking points released during the response to 

Typhoon Haiyan puts it ‘The Department of Defense maintains significant capability forward 

deployed throughout the Asia-Pacific region ready to provide humanitarian assistance and 

disaster relief. Without forward deployed forces, rapid and fully capable deployments to such 

disasters like Super Typhoon Haiyan/Yolanda would not be possible.’ 62 These remarks were 

echoed by supporters of closer US military ties inside the Philippines government. Manila’s 

ambassador in Washington said the US response demonstrated ‘the value of having pre-

positioned equipment and troops that can assist in disaster relief’. 63 
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Military disaster relief for two authoritarian states--the Phillippines 

and Thailand--is essential to balancing against China. 

Capie, David. “The United States And Humanitarian Assistance And Disaster Relief (HADR) In 
East Asia: Connecting Co.” Journal of Strategic Studies. May 11, 2015. Web. December 
08, 2018. 
<https://www.researchgate.net/publication/273918434_The_United_States_and_Hum
anitarian_Assistance_and_Disaster_Relief_HADR_in_East_Asia_Connecting_Coercive_a
nd_Non-Coercive_Uses_of_Military_Power>. 

A related objective is access. One element of the rebalance to Asia is a more diversified US 

force posture which includes ‘efforts to develop new presence and access arrangements in 

Australia, the Philippines and Singapore, as well as new opportunities for training and access in 

Brunei, Indonesia, Malaysia, Thailand, Vietnam and elsewhere’. 64 While this has strategic 

advantages in light of growing Chinese antiaccess and area-denial (A2/AD) capabilities, it raises 

questions about the political sustainability of new arrangements. As one US military policy 

document acknowledges ‘geographic access is not ours for the taking; instead it is gained by 

negotiating within a framework of shared interests among sovereign states’. 65 Access is also 

dependent on the support or acquiescence of local populations, not of all whom see the US 

military presence in the region in positive terms.66 Even in strong allies such as Australia and 

Japan, political leaders are wary about any issue that may be perceived as intruding on their 

national sovereignty or independence. Disaster relief and humanitarian assistance has been 

used to assert the practical value of a US military presence in a way that has proved widely 

acceptable to publics across East Asia. For example, one of the few tangible manifestations of 

the pivot to date – the 2011 announcement that 2,500 US Marines would rotate through a new 

base in Darwin, northern Australia – was justified by the claim that the base would better allow 

the US and Australia to respond to ‘any regional contingency, including the provision of 

humanitarian assistance and dealing with natural disasters.’ 67 Following Haiyan, officials in the 

US and Philippines used the disaster response to argue for the rapid conclusion of a new 

Enhanced Defense Cooperation Agreement (EDCA). Philippines Foreign Minister Del Rosario 

said ‘I think this [disaster] demonstrates the need for this framework agreement that we’re 
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working out with the United States … because it accentuates one of the main purposes of the 

framework, which is to make humanitarian and disaster relief and response a major aspect of 

the agreement.’ 68 As regional analyst Ian Storey notes, ‘The United States doesn’t want to say 

‘We want to increase our military presence in the Philippines because of China.’ They will use 

other reasons as well, like a HADR as one of the widely important factors … to strengthen their 

case.’ 69 Washington has also been in negotiations with Thailand about the use of the U-Tapao 

airbase near Pattaya as an HADR facility. While final details are still being worked out, Thailand 

has expressed a willingness to support the venture and there have also been no objections 

from neighboring ASEAN states. As a report commissioned for the US Army concludes, this 

means ‘there is a high degree of political will – both nationally and regionally – on which 

Washington can capitalize to legitimize a larger humanitarian role for the Army in Southeast 

Asia’. 70 
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HADR demonstrates military capability--that’s key to assuring Asian 

allies and deterring China. 

Capie, David. “The United States And Humanitarian Assistance And Disaster Relief (HADR) In 
East Asia: Connecting Co.” Journal of Strategic Studies. May 11, 2015. Web. December 
08, 2018. 
<https://www.researchgate.net/publication/273918434_The_United_States_and_Hum
anitarian_Assistance_and_Disaster_Relief_HADR_in_East_Asia_Connecting_Coercive_a
nd_Non-Coercive_Uses_of_Military_Power>. 

A second material outcome from many HADR activities is that they provide an 

opportunity to demonstrate capability. As Jeffrey Engstrom has noted, analysts study instances 

of military-provided disaster relief because they ‘provide important insights into actual progress 

of a military toward the attainment of force-projection proficiencies’. 71 In this sense, HADR 

missions provide a way for the United States to display its unparalleled ability to project power 

to the most remote reaches of the globe and demonstrate specific military capabilities to 

adversaries and would-be partners alike. Some of this signalling is general in nature: the 

deployment of a carrier battle group to respond to the Haiyan disaster for example. As The 

Economist noted, ‘at a time when many regional commentators have charted America’s relative 

decline, [the dispatch of the USS George Washington] was a reminder of the overwhelming 

hard power America can still bring to bear in the Pacific.’ 72 Japan’s dispatch of three ships and 

1,000 troops – its largest overseas deployment since World War II – also sent a powerful 

message about its changing role in the region. Larissa Forster argues that even hospital ships 

‘convey US military might and power … A Navy capable of maintaining a hospital ship of this 

size is no doubt capable of large-scale operations.’ 73 The US response to the Indian Ocean 

tsunami was seen as important in signalling the stark difference in capability between the 

United States and its principal regional rival. As Jeffrey Bader, a National Security Council (NSC) 

Asia expert during the Clinton administration, noted: ‘this gives us an opportunity to remind the 

countries in the region that there are things that we can do that no one else can do – and, in 

particular, China can’t do’. 74 HADR missions also allow the US to reinforce the signals of 

reassurance and deterrence sent by US forces based across the region. As one analysis of the 

2004 tsunami mission concludes, ‘the presence of the US military during Operation Unified 

Assistance also helped to reassure regional allies that a rapidly rising China would not slip in and 

fill a geopolitical vacuum’. 75 A detailed assessment of the American response to the 2011 

Great East Japan earthquake concludes that the two key goals from an American and Japanese 

perspective were ‘to strengthen the US-Japan relationship’ and ‘highlight the deterrence factor 

of US forces stationed in Japan’.
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Civil defense agencies would fill in--the military isn’t key. 

Scuticchio, Pablo. “Growing Role Of Armed Forces In Disaster Relief A Dangerous Trend For 
Latin America.” New Security Beat. October 22, 2015. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://www.newsecuritybeat.org/2015/10/growing-role-armed-forces-disaster-relief-
dangerous-trend-latin-america/>. 

New Climate Context Aside from preventive measures to reduce the drivers of climate change 

and effect of natural disasters on communities, the most desirable policy response for adapting 

is propping up civil defense agencies. Specialized personnel should be trained and budgets 

increased. Admittedly, it may take years of nurturing until civilian institutions are able to 

produce tangible results. The catch is that urgency often trumps long-term planning when lives 

– and political careers – are on the line. But policymakers should be aware that relying on the 

military is a perilous game. As noted by Samuel Huntington in one of his classic essays, the 

armed forces’ discipline, organizational skills, and expertise in technical matters make them 

attractive temporary substitutes for underperforming civilian agencies. The hazard lies in the 

exception becoming the rule: governments and the public growing complacent with the armed 

forces as the ultimate problem solvers. This predicament is compounded in a region where 

military subordination is far from perfect to begin with. Unfortunately, as the disasters pile on, 

numerous Latin American countries are walking down this road. 
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Military disaster relief undermines military subordination to civilian 

leaders--a core tenet of stable civil-military relations. 

Scuticchio, Pablo. “Growing Role Of Armed Forces In Disaster Relief A Dangerous Trend For 
Latin America.” New Security Beat. October 22, 2015. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://www.newsecuritybeat.org/2015/10/growing-role-armed-forces-disaster-relief-
dangerous-trend-latin-america/>. 

And finally, elevating disaster response as a primary mission of the armed forces disrupts the 

chain of command and undermines military subordination to civilian authorities. For troops on 

the ground, it is unclear whether they should follow orders from their immediate superiors, 

local authorities, or civil defense agencies – most contingency plans do not establish a clear 

hierarchy. 
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Military disaster relief trades off with national defense--the military 

shouldn’t get spread too thin. 

Scuticchio, Pablo. “Growing Role Of Armed Forces In Disaster Relief A Dangerous Trend For 
Latin America.” New Security Beat. October 22, 2015. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://www.newsecuritybeat.org/2015/10/growing-role-armed-forces-disaster-relief-
dangerous-trend-latin-america/>. 

Subordinating Civilian Authority? But policymakers should be aware of the downsides of writing 

in disaster relief as a permanent military mission. First, it compromises the armed forces’ main 

mission: national defense. Organizations overburdened with multiple tasks tend to 

underperform all around. Eventually less training hours and funds will be allocated for defense-

related training 
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Domestic militaries are already picking up the slack--introducing 

foreign militaries will only stretch domestic units’ resources. 

Bollettino, Vincenzo. “Evaluating Military Engagement In Disaster Response.” Humanitarian 
Academy at Harvard. August 29, 2016. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<http://atha.se/blog/evaluating-military-engagement-disaster-response>. 

In many instances it is the national military of the affected state, often aided by international 

militaries that provide life saving aid in the immediate aftermath of a disaster. Militaries have 

the unique capability to move thousands of people and critical supplies and equipment needed, 

for example, to clear and open airports, sea ports and roads, and to restore essential 

infrastructure that would otherwise take weeks or months for other agencies to organize. In 

short, militaries have a pivotal role to play in the early days of relief from major disasters that 

surpass the capacity of the affected state. At the same time, the introduction of foreign 

militaries complicates matters, as these militaries have to be integrated into an already 

operational domestic response. (Take for example the Philippines in response to Typhoon 

Haiyan in 2013 where more than 23 foreign militaries provided assistance across a wide 

geographic area). This means scarce domestic military resources needed for the response have 

to be used to coordinate foreign militaries. 
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Many states don’t request foreign military aid for disaster relief 

because of the conflicts of interest and logistical problems involved. 

Bollettino, Vincenzo. “Evaluating Military Engagement In Disaster Response.” Humanitarian 
Academy at Harvard. August 29, 2016. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<http://atha.se/blog/evaluating-military-engagement-disaster-response>. 

Disaster response is not typically a military’s primary mission (though indeed, in a number of 

countries, the national military is in fact mandated to provide disaster relief), and 

unsurprisingly, many states are hesitant to request aid from foreign militaries. There are a 

number of challenges associated with the engagement of militaries in disaster response. First, 

militaries often send materials that they happen to have available as opposed to what is 

needed or requested on the ground. Resources should be “pulled” into the theater of 

operations based on need, not “pushed” based on availability. Second, where militaries do 

participate in disaster relief, there may be conflicts of interest, particularly in complex 

emergencies where one or more of the militaries may be simultaneously engaged in the 

conflict. In complex emergencies, there is the added challenge of safety and security of 

humanitarian aid workers; as a result, many humanitarian aid agencies will seek to mitigate 

risks to their staff by curtailing their involvement with militaries. Finally, in large responses 

where multiple foreign militaries and aid agencies are all descending to provide aid at the same 

time, there can be competition for flight rights coming into an airport, for storage facilities, and 

for domestic transport to get resources from the airport to dispersed areas of need. These 

challenges make it paramount to have clear guidelines that govern the circumstances under 

which militaries and aid agencies coordinate their activities and it points to the importance for 

education and training so that both sets of actors are prepared to engage in the field. 
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Military disaster relief is harmful--it’s costly, militarizes the relief work 

and undermines civilian organizations’ efficacy. 

Fischer, Elisabeth. “Disaster Response: The Role Of A Humanitarian Military.” Army Technology. 
July 25, 2011. Web. December 08, 2018. <https://www.army-
technology.com/features/feature125223/>. 

There are areas where armed forces unquestionably can offer unique capabilities, primarily in 

transport, logistics and the ability to deploy immediate help. However, there is also 

considerable disagreement among governments and humanitarian aid agencies about how 

much weight to give these characteristics when balanced against issues such as costs, the risk 

of militarising the relief work and the effect foreign troops could have on civilian organisations’ 

safety and freedom to operate. 
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Coordination between civilian and military aid is extremely 

challenging--that increases the risk of failure. 

Fischer, Elisabeth. “Disaster Response: The Role Of A Humanitarian Military.” Army Technology. 
July 25, 2011. Web. December 08, 2018. <https://www.army-
technology.com/features/feature125223/>. 

However, the arrival of large numbers of foreign military from different countries, with 

overlapping capabilities can cause serious problems. Coordination between civilian 

humanitarian actors and the military has been one of the greatest challenges in the past. UN 

Under-Secretay General for humanitarian affairs and emergency relief coordinator John Holmes 

said: “Coordination between civilian and military actors is essential during an emergency 

response. The increasing numbers and scale of humanitarian emergencies, in both natural 

disaster and conflict settings, had led to more situations where military forces and civilian relief 

agencies are operating in the same environment.” Differences in cultures, priorities and 

operating modes between military and civilian staff can have critical impacts on information 

management, which is essential for the success or failure of any relief operations. 
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The US can cooperate with democracies such as Japan to get the same 

results. 

Konishi, Weston. “Beyond Haiyan: Toward Greater U.S.-Japan Cooperation In HADR.” The 
National Bureau of Asian Research. February 06, 2014. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://www.nbr.org/publication/beyond-haiyan-toward-greater-u-s-japan-
cooperation-in-hadr/>. 

In his State of the Union address, President Barack Obama described the U.S. military’s 

participation in relief efforts in the Philippines after Typhoon Haiyan as both the morally right 

thing to do and a positive contribution to security in the Asia-Pacific. Japan’s first national 

security strategy, issued in December 2013, likewise calls for the Japan Self-Defense Forces 

(SDF) to engage in “proactive contributions to peace” in the region and globally. The armed 

forces of both states played important roles in the response to Typhoon Haiyan last November. 

More needs to be done, however, to plan and execute effective bilateral coordination for 

future humanitarian assistance and disaster relief (HADR) operations. Such cooperation is 

integral to the alliance mission of ensuring peace and stability in the Asia-Pacific and should be 

one area of discussion in the planned revision of the Guidelines for U.S.-Japan Defense 

Cooperation presently underway. A Strong Foundation for U.S.-Japan Relief Efforts U.S.-Japan 

cooperation in response to the March 2011 “triple disaster” in Japan, coined Operation 

Tomodachi, showcased the remarkable degree of coordination between the two militaries in 

response to a major natural disaster and its aftermath. Officials in both countries extolled the 

virtue of this cooperation as well as the almost unlimited potential to build on the experience of 

Operation Tomodachi to catapult the bilateral alliance into a new era of cooperation and 

coordination, particularly in the area of HADR. This vision of the alliance was emphasized in a 

joint statement last December by Vice President Joe Biden and Prime Minister Shinzo Abe that 

called on both allies to prioritize HADR cooperation as a main pillar of their “global alliance.” 

The accompanying fact sheet emphasizes the following points in regard to bilateral HADR 

cooperation: Regional disaster response. “The United States and Japan share a strong mutual 

commitment” to HADR, as demonstrated by their joint response to Typhoon Haiyan, and will 

work to strengthen cooperation to support HADR training and capacity-building in Southeast 

Asia. Disaster risk reduction. “The United States and Japan will coordinate the establishment of 

an emergency information transmission system on natural disasters in ASEAN countries.” In 

addition, “the United States also will support Japan’s role as host of the Third United Nations 
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World Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction (WCDRR) in Sendai, Japan, in March 2015.” While 

these measures are to be applauded, there is much that Tokyo and Washington can do to add 

more substance to their vision for enhanced HADR cooperation.
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NEG: End All Military Aid 

A common argument in the literature is that military aid is bad across the board. The 

negative can make the argument that rather than ending aid for just authoritarian regimes it 

ought to be ceased for everyone. There are several reasons for this including, effectiveness, 

weapons proliferation, political destabilization, colonialism, and reducing hard power. There 

are virtually no historic examples of where military aid was a resounding success, especially 

when the alternative are humanitarian or no forms of aid. There is sufficient research to back 

this idea which is included within as well.  

 When arguing against a ‘no military aid’ negative you can argue that the 

damages of military aid are unique to authoritarian regime. Additionally, this case does not 

necessarily negate the affirmative because they are ‘plan plus’ meaning that the negative 

technically envelopes the affirmative. This means that if we do the negative we are still 

agreeing with the affirmative. The only place where this wouldn’t apply is if the aff is about 

placing conditions on aid or specifies no military aid. 
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US model of military aid is totally flawed. 

Karlin, Mara. “Why Military Assistance Programs Disappoint.” Brookings Institute. December, 
2017. Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.brookings.edu/articles/why-military-
assistance-programs-disappoint/>. 

The biggest problem with Washington’s efforts to build foreign militaries is its reluctance to 

weigh in on higher-order questions of mission, organizational structure, and personnel—issues 

that profoundly affect a military’s capacity but are often considered too sensitive to touch. 

Instead, both parties tend to focus exclusively on training and equipment, thus undercutting 

the effectiveness of U.S. assistance. 
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Narrow minded construction of what aid can be has been empirically 

a failure. 

Karlin, Mara. “Why Military Assistance Programs Disappoint.” Brookings Institute. December, 
2017. Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.brookings.edu/articles/why-military-
assistance-programs-disappoint/>. 

Such narrow-mindedness hampered U.S. support for South Vietnam, which began in earnest 

after the French withdrawal from Vietnam in 1954. Ngo Dinh Diem, South Vietnam’s president 

from 1955 to 1963, sought to orient his military toward external threats, even though internal 

defense against communists should have been the primary concern, as many U.S. officials 

knew. Yet even after receiving nearly half a billion dollars in U.S. military aid between 1956 and 

1960, Diem reorganized the South Vietnamese military according to his preferences, preparing 

it for a conventional external conflict with North Vietnam and leaving it ill equipped for the 

growing communist insurgency at home. To make matters worse, the military’s leadership 

remained weak, its chain of command confusing, and its method of promotion based on loyalty 

rather than merit. When the security situation deteriorated throughout 1960 and Vietnam’s 

military was incapable of dealing with the growing insurgency, it became evident that the 

country had a poorly led military that was oriented toward the wrong kind of threat. 
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Even the most successful military aid programs have been failures. 

Karlin, Mara. “Why Military Assistance Programs Disappoint.” Brookings Institute. December, 
2017. Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.brookings.edu/articles/why-military-
assistance-programs-disappoint/>. 

But even under the best of circumstances, U.S. partners are rarely satisfied. In 2007, when the 

Lebanese military faced down Fatah alIslam, an al Qaeda-affiliated group that had taken over a 

Palestinian refugee camp, the United States dispatched planeloads of materiel to the frontlines 

in just a few weeks. Lebanese officials nonetheless griped. “We didn’t get anything but 

promises and best wishes and some ammunition,” Michel Suleiman, the commander of the 

Lebanese armed forces, said. “It’s as though [the Americans] are telling us, ‘Die first and 

assistance will follow.’“ This disappointment resulted in uncertainty about U.S. seriousness and 

staying power and made the Lebanese less amenable to U.S. guidance 
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US military aid is two dimensional and ignores larger global 

implications. 

Karlin, Mara. “Why Military Assistance Programs Disappoint.” Brookings Institute. December, 
2017. Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.brookings.edu/articles/why-military-
assistance-programs-disappoint/>. 

A final problem with assistance programs concerns the impact of antagonistic external actors. 

When Washington partners with foreign militaries, it too often fails to grapple with the third 

parties intent on exploiting a country’s weakness. These actors have a vested interest in 

opposing policies designed to strengthen the state, but U.S. policymakers, often viewing the 

situation through a bilateral lens, tend to pay too little attention to their meddling. 
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US military aid creates the group for insurgents and weak states. 

Matisek, Jahara. “THE CRISIS OF AMERICAN MILITARY ASSISTANCE: STRATEGIC DITHERING AND 
“FABERGÉ EGG” ARMIES.” Modern War Institute. September 10, 2017. Web. December 
09, 2018. <https://mwi.usma.edu/crisis-american-military-assistance-strategic-
dithering-faberge-egg-armies/>. 

Since the attacks of 9/11, US security aid has been focused on helping weak countries develop 

stronger security forces under the logic that weak states “can pose as great a danger to our 

national interests as strong states,” as set forth by the Bush administration in the 2002 National 

Security Strategy. Unfortunately, such American efforts to build strong militaries in weak states 

(e.g., Iraq, Afghanistan, Somalia, etc.) only led to the creation of what might be called “Fabergé 

egg” armies: shiny and expensive, but easily broken by insurgents. I suggest long-term strategic 

commitments (i.e., avoiding strategic dithering) need to be made alongside more resources for 

the State Department and similar organizations to focus on the political aspects of nation- and 

state-building. Finally, I suggest a return to fully funded “whole-of-government” approaches by 

appointing a “leader” (or czar) to oversee military assistance programs, coordinating various 

instruments of national power in unison to achieve a specific strategic outcome. Such a focused 

effort would bring accountability back to the American way of war and would facilitate long-

term security and political institution–building in weak states. 
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The new solution to failed aid is to pull back from aid and prevent the 

mistakes of the past. 

Matisek, Jahara. “THE CRISIS OF AMERICAN MILITARY ASSISTANCE: STRATEGIC DITHERING AND 
“FABERGÉ EGG” ARMIES.” Modern War Institute. September 10, 2017. Web. December 
09, 2018. <https://mwi.usma.edu/crisis-american-military-assistance-strategic-
dithering-faberge-egg-armies/>. 

As Samuel Huntington once remarked “Men may, of course, have order without liberty, but 

they cannot have liberty without order.”141 It is time radically to break with the failings of the 

last decade and pursue strategies and policies that entice host-nation politicians to build state 

capacity without subsidizing incompetence via aid or allowing them to build personalized 

armies loyal to them not the state. This is a plausible strategy for the U.S. and her allies, but this 

means orchestrating long-term commitments with foreign governments to give them the 

necessary support for weathering the growing pains typically associated with state reformation. 

Enabling positive agential choices by weak regimes will enable state formation; escaping the 

“conflict trap.”142 Achieving this, requires robust funding for organizations that facilitate the 

building up of civil society, political institutions, and the necessary human capital to make the 

bureaucracy of these inept states more effective, credible, and legitimate. The West needs – 

controversially – to push for state-building and security, at the expense of hastily rushed 

transitions to western styled democracy. This is because there are “adoption costs” associated 

with quick democratic transitions, making it difficult for a government to exert control, and 

possibly provoking a relapse to civil war if some actors are not included in a post-conflict 

government.143 It also requires long-term Western commitments to security forces in these 

states, to keep them apolitical, which would prevent them from being politicized or 

personalized by different factions of the government and society. 
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The us is stuck in a trap of failure, it is time to break the cycle. 

Matisek, Jahara. “THE CRISIS OF AMERICAN MILITARY ASSISTANCE: STRATEGIC DITHERING AND 
“FABERGÉ EGG” ARMIES.” Modern War Institute. September 10, 2017. Web. December 
09, 2018. <https://mwi.usma.edu/crisis-american-military-assistance-strategic-
dithering-faberge-egg-armies/>. 

Unfortunately, the U.S. and her allies appear stuck in the trap of where these governments will 

invariably display little incentive to govern in the long-term because they do not believe foreign 

donors will back them beyond the short-term, since “reforms” can shorten their political 

survival. Hence, the U.S. and its allies need to signal long-term commitments, facilitating the 

difficult “reform” phase that weak states must undergo to begin the long-road of economic 

development and state-building. Achieving this though, appears to only be possible if the 

national security architecture of the U.S. (and similar Western allies) would be willing to 

appoint a “leader” (or czar) to oversee military assistance programs, coordinating various 

instruments of national power in unison to achieve a specific strategic outcome. This would 

avoid the criss-crossing bureaucratic squabbles of organizations seeking resources to run 

programs without concern for outcome. However, such behavior will likely continue unabated, 

making contemporary American military assistance futile. 
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There is no conclusive evidence to suggest military aid has helped 

anything positive. 

Sullican, Patricia. “US Military Aid And Recipient State Cooperation.” Foreign Policy Analysis. 
2011. Web. December 09, 2018. < 
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/bf4e/e4125c4d788098a9fc326cb32856b49df5b7.pdf>. 

Despite the intuitive connection between foreign aid and international influence, the results of 

empirical investigations have been inconclusive. Generally, the literature in this area focuses 

either on the effect of foreign aid on democracy and human rights in the recipient country or 

on vote compliance in the United Nations. Regan (1995) reports that economic aid does not 

have a clear impact on the human rights practices of recipient states. There is also mixed 

evidence as to whether the provision of US foreign aid can induce UN voting compliance. Kegley 

and Hook (1991) look at attempts by President Reagan and Congress to explicitly link the 

allocation of US foreign aid to recipient state voting coincidence with the United States in the 

UN General Assembly. Their study finds no relationship between US aid allocations and 

recipient state voting behavior. Moreover, even after Congress enacted laws granting the 

president authority to withhold aid from countries that consistently voted against the United 

States in the UN, countries that shifted their voting behavior away from the US position were 

not punished with lower aid allocations, while states that increased their vote compliance 

received less US aid. 
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US military aid has the reverse of intended effects, decreased 

cooperation, makes a more hostile populous. 

Sullican, Patricia. “US Military Aid And Recipient State Cooperation.” Foreign Policy Analysis. 
2011. Web. December 09, 2018. < 
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/bf4e/e4125c4d788098a9fc326cb32856b49df5b7.pdf>. 

In several ways, the Reverse Leverage model was quite accurate: (i) states receiving military aid 

from the United States exhibit lower levels of cooperation than states that do not receive 

military aid, (ii) in the population of all states, higher levels of military aid appear to produce 

more defiant behavior, and (iii) the United States does not punish defiance with reductions in 

aid or reward greater cooperation with increases in military aid. Together, these results suggest 

that US military assistance is allocated for reasons that are largely independent of overall 

recipient state behavior toward the United States. The Reverse Leverage model contends that 

military aid is delivered to states that the United States depends on for security reasons. 

Realizing their leverage over Washington, states that receive high amounts of aid are actually 

more able to engage in uncooperative behavior than are states that the United States does not 

depend so heavily upon. We attempted to test for the effects of an aid recipient’s ‘‘security 

value’’ directly by comparing US allies to nonallies. Consistent with the Reverse Leverage 

model, we find that states with a defensive alliance with the United States are more likely to 

receive US military aid but less likely to respond to aid by increasing their cooperation with 

American preferences. 
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Military aid does no improve political environments. 

Coyne, Christopher. “With Friends Like These, Who Needs Enemies? Aiding The World’s Worst 
Dictators.” Mercatus Center. October, 2008. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.mercatus.org/system/files/WPPDF_With_Friends_Like_These_Aiding_the
_Worlds_Worst_Dictators.pdf>. 

There is little empirical evidence that foreign aid improves political or policy environments. In 

their well-known study on the connection between foreign aid and growth, Burnside and Dollar 

(2000) conclude that the impact of aid on growth is directly dependent on the incentives 

created by existing institutions. They find that aid can benefit growth in countries with sound 

policies, but that aid does not contribute to growth in countries with poor political institutions 

and policies. This indicates that aid is beneficial for growth only after political institutions adopt 

policies conducive to growth. At the time of its publication, the aid community embraced this 

study and shifted focus to improving “governance” and the adoption of good policies so that 

subsequent aid could be effective. 
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Aid lacks the enforcement mechanism to make it effective. 

Coyne, Christopher. “With Friends Like These, Who Needs Enemies? Aiding The World’s Worst 
Dictators.” Mercatus Center. October, 2008. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.mercatus.org/system/files/WPPDF_With_Friends_Like_These_Aiding_the
_Worlds_Worst_Dictators.pdf>. 

The first deals with difficulties associated with the monitoring of aid. Once aid is 

delivered to a corrupt government, it is extremely difficult to monitor how aid is dispersed. As 

an example of this logic, consider the case of U.S. assistance to North Korea. In his January 2002 

State of the Union Address, President George W. Bush listed North Korea as part of the “Axis of 

Evil.” Further, as noted in table 2, Kim Jong-il ranks among the world’s worst dictators. Despite 

this fact, the U.S. continues to provide aid (energy and humanitarian aid) to North Korea. In 

theory, this aid is supposed to benefit the citizens of North Korea that suffer under Kim Jong-il. 

This aid is delivered directly to the North Korean government, despite the fact that the 

government does not allow donors or aid agencies to operate inside the country or track the 

flow of their donations. As such, there is good reason to believe that a substantial portion of 

the foreign aid, which is supposed to be delivered to North Korean citizens in need, never 

actually arrives to its intended recipients. 
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NEG: Governmental Obligation NC 

This argument is based on the idea that a government, specifically the US government, 

only has an obligation to protect its own citizens. There are elements of this based in social 

contract theory, as well as the idea of realism (the notion that states are self-interested in 

international relations). The social contract element of this argument lends itself well to 

traditional LD strats, but the realism cards give it added flexibility. You could read a short 

realism NC as an off with some of the disads. Realism can offer a lens to evaluate these more 

util/policy arguments.  

 This argument cuts against the aff narrative of obligations to help those who are 

suffering under authoritarian regimes receiving military aid from the US. An important note on 

this is that you need to win that giving aid to these authoritarian leaders is in the best interest 

of the United States since the core part of the argument is US self interest. That is why it is good 

to have some disads or maybe some turns on the aff case to prove the thesis of the NC.  

 In terms of answering this NC, I think it is important to use aff authors that give 

security and other self-interested reasons why the United States should not give this aid. The 

Bandow card is emblematic of the fact that even among authors that dislike the United States 

worrying about individuals other than US citizens, aid to authoritarian regimes and 

questionable allies is disliked rather strongly. 
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The Constitution also proves that the US has an obligation to protect 

the rights of its own citizens. 

Heyman, Steven. “THE FIRST DUTY OF GOVERNMENT: PROTECTION, LIBERTY AND THE 
FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT.” Duke Law Journal. 1991. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://scholarship.law.duke.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=3172&context=dlj>. 

In DeShaney, the Supreme Court held that states have no constitutional duty to protect their 

citizens against private violence. In this Article, I have sought to challenge DeShaney on its own 

terms-the original understanding of the Fourteenth Amendment. As I have argued, the right to 

protection was a central doctrine of American constitutionalism prior to the Civil War. This 

doctrine, rooted in the common law tradition and social contract theory, held that the most 

basic obligation of government was to protect individuals against violence. The right to 

protection was not merely a matter of constitutional theory, but had concrete legal meaning. 

Under the original Constitution, the responsibility for protecting life, liberty, and property was 

left largely to the states. The history of slavery and suppression in the South before the War, 

together with the torrent of violence against blacks and Unionists after the War, convinced 

most Republican members of the Thirty-Ninth Congress that the states could not be relied upon 

to protect the rights of all persons. In response, the Republicans secured the adoption of the 

Civil Rights Act of 1866 and the Fourteenth Amendment. A central purpose of both measures 

was to incorporate the right to protection into the Federal Constitution, and thereby to 

empower the national government to compel the states to fulfill their duty of protection. 

Protection was one of the most basic rights of citizenship secured by the Privileges or 

Immunities Clause. It was also implicit in the Due Process Clause, which the classical tradition 

identified with the right to protection of the law. Finally, the Equal Protection Clause mandated 

that protection be afforded equally to all of the citizens of a state. In accord with the classical 

tradition, the Framers understood protection to include not only the right to a civil remedy and 

to protection under the criminal law, but also the state’s responsibility to prevent violence. In 

short, the reasoning at the core of DeShaney is indefensible. Far from showing that the 

Fourteenth Amendment was intended to prevent only the “affirmative abuse of power,”415 
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the congressional debates show that imposing a constitutional duty on the states to protect the 

fundamental rights of their citizens was a principal object of that Amendment. More broadly, at 

the time of the adoption of the Bill of Rights and the Fourteenth Amendment, the Constitution 

was not regarded merely as “a charter of negative liberties.”‘416 Instead, classical thought 

iderltifled liberty not only with the absence of governmental coercion, but also with the positive 

protection of rights by the community. In the classical tradition, negative and positive liberty 

were viewed as essentially related. This is the conception of liberty that underlies the 

Fourteenth Amendment. 
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The state’s primary responsibility lies within the own state. problems 

arise when it attempts to enforce rights outside its borders. 

Van Pelt, Jurjen. “Obligations Of The State Concerning The Human Rights Of Citizens And Non-
citizens In Thomas Hobbes A.” Master-Thesis in Philosophy. 2010. Web. December 08, 
2018. 
<https://dspace.library.uu.nl/bitstream/handle/1874/40226/Scriptie%20JvPelt.pdf?seq
uence=1&isAllowed=y>. 

If states have a right to enforce human rights outside of the borders of their own community, 

another problem must be faced. The enormous influence of states makes them the most 

obvious target for the assignment of responsibilities with respect to the enforcement of human 

rights wherever they are not enjoyed. When states act on their right to enforce the law of 

nature towards the rest of mankind, how do we ensure that their judgements are legitimate? If 

states and legislators do act on their obligation to secure all of mankind outside of their sphere 

of sovereignty, we are faced with the same risks that were present in the state of nature. These 

risks are the fact of the “corruption and viciousness of degenerate men” as well as the “ill 

nature, passion and revenge” of those who use the executive power, that could lead to unjust 

punishments. When states are judging cases outside of the state, they sit in judgement over 

cases without common and indifferent judges. The state is not likely to be an indifferent judge 

over cases that affect non-citizens, since it is some interest that sparked the concern for the 

offence against the rights of these persons. There is no way to test the legitimacy of 

judgements and punishments for offences against human rights outside of the own state, since 

the state has not received the executive power from those it is ruling on. The primary 

responsibility lies with the own state. 
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The ideology of broad US influence is a rather new one. 

Almonte, Mario. “Does The US Have A Moral Obligation To Save The World From Evil Men?.” 
Huffington Post. May 05, 2015. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.huffingtonpost.com/mario-almonte/does-the-us-have-a-moral-
obligation_b_7206400.html>. 

The concept that powerful nations are morally bound to help the weaker ones is actually quite 

new. Prior to World War I, it was taken for granted that rulers had a mandate from their people 

to make their countries more powerful by conquering the weaker ones, or exacting tribute 

from those they spared. Despite the occasional prick of conscience, for example, early 

American settlers had no qualms about massacring Native Americans and stealing their land. 

That’s what their relatives did back home. Europe’s imperialistic fervor, conquering the 

Americas, India and Africa, was based on a long and honored tradition, like the Incas, Aztecs, 

Romans, Chinese, and Egyptians for centuries before. Alliances were formed only when nations 

saw a benefit to pooling their resources, to protect themselves, or to subjugate other, weaker 

nations. Saving Grace After World War I, flushed with victory, the U.S. was seduced by its own 

propaganda as a protector of the weak around the world. Unfortunately, this noble concept 

was distorted in subsequent years, as Americans came to believe in the superiority of 

democracy over every other form of government. To this day, we still believe that, if a foreign 

country’s political system does not mirror our own, it must be flawed — and saved. It was our 

guiding principle as we chased the ghost of communism around the globe after World War II. 

We saw it as an insidious and contagious disease that, like Ebola, must be wiped out at the 

source to prevent its spread to healthy, democratic nations. It led to the debacle in Korea and 

Vietnam and the anarchy in South America, where we supported one dictatorial government 

after another in the belief that the end — stopping communism — justified the means: bringing 

democracy to the oppressed. 
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Realism offers the best lens to understand foreign aid. 

Maxson, Phil. “Rethinking Foreign Aid & Global Asset Building: Is There A Role For Realism?.” 
New America. October 15, 2010. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.newamerica.org/asset-building/global-assets-project/global-assets-
project-blog/rethinking-foreign-aid-global-asset-building-is-there-a-role-for-realism/>. 

Realists in international relations theory don’t usually have time for lofty endeavors like ending 

global poverty or how to restructure foreign aid to better reach the bottom of the pyramid. 

Traditional realists view foreign policy through the lens of security and hard power, and weigh 

most potential action in a cost-benefits analysis. But even still, it’s got me thinking about how 

development and foreign aid agendas might be different when considered through a realist 

lens: could the global development community actually learn a thing or two from this 

approach? Without making a judgment as to whether I believe a realist’s world view is right or 

wrong, I’d have to say the answer is…well…sure. First of all, a traditional realist would view the 

fight against poverty in terms of potential US security and economic benefits. Poor, hungry, and 

failing states are unpredictable and pose a serious and strategic risk to U.S. security. On the 

topic of failing and violence prone states, Secretary of Defense Gates recently wrote in Foreign 

Affairs, “Dealing with such fractured or failing states is, in many ways, the main security 

challenge of our time.” While his words were mostly focused on U.S. Security Assistance, the 

message is the same: poor, unstable, countries are often highly combustible and can spiral into 

chaos quickly, posing risks to domestic populations and entire regions. Pakistan – a nuclear 

armed, fragile state, prone to violence, with a weak civilian government and a sizable 

population living in poverty – provides ample food for thought. Immediately after this 

summer’s devastating floods, many worried that the Taliban would seize an opportunity to 

appeal to victims by ramping up their social outreach and marginalize the civilian government 

by highlighting their sluggish response. But would U.S. security analysts have been so anxious 

had we been more proactive about targeting those in poverty by providing them tools and 

services, such as disaster microinsurance policies or other microfinancial services that would 

enable them to better cope with unforeseen disaster? Instead, we gave the Pakistani military a 

virtual blank check with little oversight and even less goodwill spreading back to the U.S. Similar 
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to the re-thinking of global warming as a potential security risk, if global poverty was viewed as 

a long-term national security threat, instead of a social or humanitarian outreach issue, U.S. 

policy to combat it would probably look much different. Second, realists would also start 

evaluating every project and aid package in a cost-benefit analysis and measure results more 

critically. In a time when domestic tax-payer incomes are shrinking, U.S. foreign aid dollars 

should go further. Specifically, they (or any fiscal conservative) would recommend a re-

examination of foreign aid that stretches the impact of each dollar spent, and scrap programs 

that show no quantifiable results. As idealistic as he is, President Obama’s recent unveiling of 

his administration’s revamped aid and development policy indicates a move toward a larger 

strategy re-examination along these lines. His new policy will seek to limit programs that have 

been ineffective, solely focus aid on countries that show legitimate signs of development 

progress and ending the practice of measuring development evaluations based on outputs of 

dollars and pounds of grain. At the UN a few weeks ago, President Obama noted the 

importance of these projects in their domestic settings and globally, “In our global economy, 

progress in even the poorest countries can advance the prosperity and security of people far 

beyond their borders, including my fellow Americans”. Outlining his new approach, the 

President stated “Consider the millions of people who have relied on food assistance for 

decades. That’s not development, that’s dependence, and it’s a cycle we need to break.” One 

particular program that would fit well into a new strategy would be to link aid delivery to social 

protection programs, such as conditional cash transfers. CCT programs are designed to end 

extreme hunger in the short term, by distributing small monthly cash transfers (less than $30 

per household), and building human capital in the long term, by attaching conditions to the 

funds, like school attendance and immunizations for children. The effects have been positive on 

both improving nutrition/health and education for those in extreme poverty, but so far, direct 

foreign aid programs have not been applied to them. As will be explored in a forthcoming 

publication of the UNDP and the Global Assets Project, with the help of recipient governments, 

telecoms and banks, the CCT model could present a less expensive and more transparent 

foreign aid delivery model for the U.S. Cash on delivery programs also offer results-based 

approach to foreign aid delivery that hold the recipient governments accountable to their 
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commitments. So a when applied to aid and development, a realist lens would advocate 

advancing our national interests while also considering how to lift billions out of poverty. And I 

agree that there is no reason that these goals should be mutually exclusive. But to have the 

most positive impact they have to be strategic, effective and, most importantly, reach those in 

need. Linking CCT programs to foreign aid would be a great way to highlight the President’s 

new “progressive realist” approach to aid and development. 
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Realism is the only way to understand international relations. States 

inevitably see the world in self-interested terms. 

Mearsheimer, John. “A Realist Reply.” International Security. 1995. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.jstor.org/stable/2539218?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents>. 

Realists believe that state behavior is largely shaped by the material structure of the 

international system. The distribution of material capabilities among states is the key factor for 

understanding world politics. For realists, some level of security competition among great 

powers is inevitable because of the material structure of the international system. Individuals 

are free to adopt non-realist discourses, but in the final analysis, the system forces states to 

behave according to the dictates of realism, or risk destruction. Critical theorists, on the other 

hand, focus on the social structure of the international system. They believe that “world politics 

is socially constructed,” which is another way of saying that shared discourse, or how 

communities of individuals think and talk about the world, largely shapes the world. Wendt 

recognizes that “material resources like gold and tanks exist,” but he argues that “such 

capabilities…only acquire meaning for human action through the structure of shared knowledge 

in which they are embedded.” Significantly for critical theorists, discourse can change, which 

means that realism is not forever, and that therefore it might be possible to move beyond 

realism to a world where institutionalized norms cause states to behave in more 

communitarian and peaceful ways. The most revealing aspect of Wendt’s discussion is that he 

did not respond to the two main charges leveled against critical theory in “False Promise.” The 

first problem with critical theory is that although the theory is deeply concerned with radically 

changing state behavior, it says little about how change comes about. The theory does not tell 

us why particular discourses become dominant, and others fall by the wayside. Specifically, 

Wendt does not explain why realism has been the dominant discourse in world politics for well 

over a thousand years, although I explicitly raised this question in “False Promise” (p. 42). 

Moreover, he sheds no light on why the time is ripe for unseating realism, nor on why realism is 

likely to be replaced by a more peaceful, communitarian discourse, although I explicitly raised 

both questions. Wendt’s failure to answer these questions has important ramifications for his 
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own arguments. For example, he maintains that if it is possible to change international political 

discourse and alter state behavior, “then it is irresponsible to pursue policies that perpetuate 

destructive old orders [i.e., realism], especially if we care about the well-being of future 

generations.” The clear implication here is that realists like me are irresponsible and do not care 

much about the welfare of future generations. However, even if we change discourses and 

move beyond realism, a fundamental problem with Wendt’s argument remains: because his 

theory cannot predict the future, he cannot know whether the discourse that ultimately 

replaces realism will be more benign than realism. He has no way of knowing whether a 

fascistic discourse more violent than realism will emerge as the hegemonic discourse. For 

example, he obviously would like another Gorbachev to come to power in Russia, but he cannot 

be sure we will not get a Zhirinovsky instead. So even from a critical theory perspective, 

defending realism might very well be the more responsible policy choice. 

*Ellipsis from source 
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US international action needs to be guided first and foremost by 

protecting its citizens. 

Hentz, James. “The Obligation Of Empire: United States.”. 2004. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<Book>. 

An alternative to promiscuous meddling beckons It could be called many things: 

nonintervention, strategic independence, or military disengagement. But not isolationism. 

American can, and should, be highly engaged internationally, maintaining an open economic 

market, compassionately accepting refugees and immigrants, spreading art, music, and other 

cultural goods, competing in sports competitions, and cooperating politically. The philosophical 

point is simple: the duty of the U.S. government is first and foremost, to protect its own 

citizens-their lives, freedom, and property, and the system of ordered liberty in which they live. 

It is not to meddle abroad in pursuit of even good ends. Put bluntly, the lives and property of 

Americans are not gambit pawns for politicians to sacrifice in some global chess game. 
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The US’ obligation to protect its citizens does not fly in the face of 

other liberties, rather it enforces and safeguards them. 

Stimson, Charles. “How Must America Balance Security And Liberty.” Heritage. December 09, 
2011. Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.heritage.org/homeland-
security/report/how-must-america-balance-security-and-liberty>. 

The United States today faces the opposite risk. Maintaining a strong national defense secures 

liberty against threats known and unknown, from rogue states to terrorist organizations. This is 

the paramount and vital responsibility of the federal government. Intelligence-gathering, when 

effectively performed in ways consistent with Americans’ rights and expectations, is similarly 

essential. Such intelligence programs help to secure our liberties against those who seek to 

destroy them. The better these programs work, the more they protect our security and liberty. 

A perfect example is the use of military tribunals for terrorists. The use of tribunals in the 

United States dates back to the Revolutionary War, and has always been viewed as providing 

necessary flexibility in military operations, especially compared to the customary alternative, 

summary execution. Today, tribunals serve an additional function as a wall between our civilian 

justice system and the lawful compromises that must be made in trying violations of the laws of 

war. 
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US military might, and vibrant military aid increased quality of living 

around the world during the Cold War. 

Stimson, Charles. “How Must America Balance Security And Liberty.” Heritage. December 09, 
2011. Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.heritage.org/homeland-
security/report/how-must-america-balance-security-and-liberty>. 

By and large, the United States has succeeded in preserving security and civil liberties by 

adopting policies that reinforce both. When it has departed from that course, both liberty and 

security have suffered. Military strength under firm civilian control is the best guarantor of 

liberty. Thomas Jefferson observed “Whatever enables us to go to war, secures our peace.”[4] 

So it was in the Cold War, when U.S. strength and the system of government that underpinned 

it led to an American victory without a great war, and brought the greatest expansion in liberty 

in the history of the world. By contrast, America’s Cold War enemies sought to achieve military 

supremacy by planning and central control, organizing their people and their economies around 

the needs of the state, and denying their citizens’ most basic freedoms. But their ostentatious 

displays of strength—parades, flyovers, fleets—were hollow. They were the products of 

governments that were at war with the security and liberties of their peoples. 
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US security is an ultimate social good that has paved the way for 

other rights and protections. 

Stimson, Charles. “How Must America Balance Security And Liberty.” Heritage. December 09, 
2011. Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.heritage.org/homeland-
security/report/how-must-america-balance-security-and-liberty>. 

The United States was born into war with the Declaration of Independence, the most important 

statement of liberty and natural rights ever made. Since then, America has been the world’s 

freest country and has become its most secure, with a military equal to any threat. America has 

avoided the fate of nations that have traded freedoms for promises of security, or security for 

unlimited freedom, and achieved neither. Yet the healthy fear that one or the other will 

disappear has been present in every era since the Founding. How must America balance 

security and civil liberties? “Among the many objects to which a wise and free people find it 

necessary to direct their attention, that of providing for their safety seems to be first.” [1] So 

wrote John Jay in The Federalist, in which the Constitution’s leading Framers explained the 

government on which they hoped to build America. The founding generation knew firsthand 

the oppression of tyranny. The litany of British abuses and usurpations is cited in the 

Declaration of Independence: lawless decrees, the quartering of troops, wholesale plunder, and 

deprivation of liberty and life according to whim, not law. To the Founders, these were 

violations of both man’s natural rights and of the security that a sovereign is obliged to provide 

the people. In such circumstances, “it is their right, it is their duty, to throw off such 

Government, and to provide new Guards for their future security.” And so they did, and the 

nation was thrust into war. From the first, Americans saw liberty and security as one and the 

same, and not in opposition. Although we often speak of the proper “balance” between 

security and liberty, the two need not be in tension. Policies that make the nation more secure, 

particularly against foreign threats, do not necessarily undermine its people’s liberty. Protecting 

individual liberty does not invariably hobble the nation’s defense. Rather, as the Constitution 

recognizes, the two are reinforcing: we “secure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our 

Posterity.” A threat to America’s security is also a threat to Americans’ liberties. 
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Protecting the rights of its citizens is the core basis and justification 

for government. 

Slaughter, Anne-Marie. “3 Responsibilities Every Government Has Towards Its Citizens.” World 
Economic Forum. February 13, 2017. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2017/02/government-responsibility-to-citizens-
anne-marie-slaughter/>. 

The oldest and simplest justification for government is as protector: protecting citizens from 

violence. Thomas Hobbes’ Leviathan describes a world of unrelenting insecurity without a 

government to provide the safety of law and order, protecting citizens from each other and 

from foreign foes. The horrors of little or no government to provide that function are on global 

display in the world’s many fragile states and essentially ungoverned regions. And indeed, when 

the chaos of war and disorder mounts too high, citizens will choose even despotic and fanatic 

governments, such as the Taliban and ISIS, over the depredations of warring bands. The idea of 

government as protector requires taxes to fund, train and equip an army and a police force; to 

build courts and jails; and to elect or appoint the officials to pass and implement the laws 

citizens must not break. Regarding foreign threats, government as protector requires the ability 

to meet and treat with other governments as well as to fight them. This minimalist view of 

government is clearly on display in the early days of the American Republic, comprised of the 

President, Congress, Supreme Court and departments of Treasury, War, State and Justice. 
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Polls also go prove that the government’s primary duty is to protect 

rights of Americans. 

, Rasmussen Report. “Majority Of Voters Say Protecting Individual Rights Is Government’s Chief 
Role.” Rasmussen. December 22, 2014. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/politics/general_politics/decembe
r_2010/majority_of_voters_say_protecting_individual_rights_is_government_s_chief_r
ole>. 

Most voters think the most important role for government is to protect their individual rights. A 

new Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey gave Likely U.S. Voters three options in 

asking what the primary purpose of a government is in an ideal world, and 59% say it’s to 

protect individual rights and freedom. Twenty-four percent (24%) believe a government’s 

primary purpose is to ensure fairness and social justice, while 10% say it’s to manage the 

economy. (To see survey question wording, click here.) 
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Protection is at the core of social contract theory. 

Krupansky, Jack. “Elements Of A Social Contract.”. December 22, 2017. Web. December 09, 
2018. <https://medium.com/@jackkrupansky/elements-of-a-social-contract-
69572b4bba11>. 

Social contracts are the origin of society. Without a firm social contract, society as we know it 

would not be possible. A social contract is only possible with the consent of the people. It is a 

social contract that establishes the legitimacy of authority and the state over the people. A 

social contract establishes the political community. A social contract establishes civil society. 

With a social contract the people trade personal freedom for social and political order. The 

people do surrender some freedoms to authority, but they do so voluntarily in exchange for 

protection of their remaining freedoms as well as the promise of services from government. A 

social contract expresses the general will of a people, their collective interests, and provides the 

basis for ensuring the general welfare of the people. A social contract offers the promise of 

personal protection and the rule of law in exchange for giving up the natural right of personal 

retaliation. A social contract defines what is expected from government by the people. A social 

contract defines what is expected from the people by the government. A social contract seeks 

to minimize factionalism and social unrest. A social contract is based on the presumption that 

we are stronger together than we are alone. A social contract defines what services people are 

owed by their government. A social contract defines what we owe each other. A social contract 

defines our shared values. A social contract defines social norms, conventions, and 

expectations. A social contract enables the rule of law. A social contract is based on natural 

rights. A social contract protects rights in exchange for the people accepting obligations to both 

their fellow man and to the institutions of society and government. 
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The social contract focused on protection uniquely applies to the 

American government. 

Kelly, Martin. “The Social Contract.”. August 08, 2018. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.thoughtco.com/social-contract-in-politics-105424>. 

The term “social contract” refers to the idea that the state exists only to serve the will of the 

people, who are the source of all political power enjoyed by the state. The people can choose 

to give or withhold this power. The idea of the social contract is one of the foundations of the 

American political system. Origin of the Term The term “social contract” can be found as far 

back as the writings of Plato. However, English philosopher Thomas Hobbes expanded on the 

idea when he wrote “Leviathan,” his philosophical response to the English Civil War. In the 

book, he wrote that in early human history there was no government. Instead, those who were 

the strongest could take control and use their power over others at any time. His famous 

summation of life in “nature” (before government) is that it was “nasty, brutish, and short.” 

Hobbes’ theory was that the people mutually agreed to create a state, giving it only enough 

power to provide protection of their well-being. However, in Hobbes’ theory, once the power 

was given to the state, the people then relinquished any right to that power. In effect, that was 

the price of the protection they sought. Rousseau and Locke Jean Jacques Rousseau and John 

Locke each took the social contract theory one step further. Rousseau wrote “The Social 

Contract, Or Principles of Political Right,” in which he explained that the government is based 

on the idea of popular sovereignty. The essence of this idea is that the will of the people as a 

whole gives power and direction to the state. John Locke also based his political writings on the 

idea of the social contract. He stressed the role of the individual and the idea that in the “State 

of Nature,” people are essentially free. However, they might decide to form a government to 

punish any individuals who go against the laws of nature and harm others. Locke further 

posited that if this government no longer protected each individual’s right to life, liberty, and 

property, then revolution was not just a right but an obligation. Impact on the Founding Fathers 

The idea of the social contract had a huge impact on the Founding Fathers, especially Thomas 

Jefferson and James Madison. The U.S. Constitution itself starts with the three words, “We the 
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people…,” embodying this idea of popular sovereignty in the very beginning of this key 

document. Following from this principle, a government established by the free choice of its 

people is required to serve the people, who in the end have sovereignty, or supreme power, to 

keep or get rid of that government. Social Contract for Everyone As with many philosophical 

ideas behind the political theory, the social contract has inspired various forms and 

interpretations and has been evoked by many different groups throughout American history. 

Revolutionary-era Americans favored social contract theory over the British Tory concepts of 

patriarchal government and looked to the social contract as support for the rebellion. During 

the antebellum and Civil War periods, social contract theory was used by all sides. Slaveholders 

used it to support states’ rights and succession, Whig party moderates upheld the social 

contract as a symbol of continuity in government, and abolitionists found support in Locke’s 

theories of natural rights. Historians also have linked social contract theories to pivotal social 

movements such as those for Native American rights, civil rights, immigration reform, and 

women’s rights. 

*Ellipsis from source 
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Governments have an obligation to intervene in the face of atrocities. 

Mellion, Adam. “The Moral And Legal Aspects Of Protecting Human Rights: Or, How I Learned 
To Stop Worrying And Love.” Honors Program at the University of Rhode Island. 2007. 
Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://digitalcommons.uri.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1055&context=srhonorspr
og>. 

At the beginning of a new millennium, following, perhaps, the most socially and technologically 

progressive eras of human history, the end of genocide and other egregious crimes against 

humanity still remain out of reach. In situations of such grave emergency, when all attempts to 

peacefully resolve the conflict fail, the determination implicated in the post-World War II 

maxim “never again” typically falls short, as yet more millions of innocent victims are murdered 

for ideological or political purposes. To address the moral and legal aspects that often limit the 

response of the international community, it was first argued that, by using Kant’s theory of 

justice, protecting universally established human rights constitutes a perfect duty—both a 

binding and enforceable obligation. In situations of genocide and other crimes against humanity 

that “shock the moral conscience of mankind,” as Michael Walzer said, humanity at large is the 

agent responsible; we cannot proceed much farther into the twenty-first century continuing to 

isolate ourselves from those in grave need—lest they soon need graves. It is our moral 

responsibility to create the institutions authorized to respond to these crisis. Secondly, the 

thoughts of various writers were presented as to the legal right of an outside force to 

intervene. Despite breaching the jus cogens of international law, typically understood, it was 

shown that interventions, in the context of canonical agreements and conventions, can be 

recognized not only as acceptable but mandatory on the part of the international community. 

The answer is not a cosmopolitan utopia; there is much reason for the international norms that 

regularly govern the behavior of states. But as many said, our framework is durable and any 

failure to act is a failure on the part of humanity at large and not a past body of rules—rules 

that, we have seen, hardly govern international society in the first place. Boundaries that divide 

humanity, whether real or imagined, have no place in determining the right to existence of 

persecuted groups around the globe. “Human beings are only incidentally members of polities,” 
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writes Brian Barry; “membership of a society does not have deep ethical significance.”94 We 

must heed this notion of our existence in arbitrarily-defined coordinates of the Earth, and react 

to humanitarian crises as though time and space between us was meaningless. Should the 

moral and legal zeitgeist lean towards this understanding of common humanity, the question 

will not be if we should extend our hand to protect, but how. 
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Their realism/pragmatic arguments misunderstand the crux of the 

debate and create an ethically bankrupt system. 

Mellion, Adam. “The Moral And Legal Aspects Of Protecting Human Rights: Or, How I Learned 
To Stop Worrying And Love.” Honors Program at the University of Rhode Island. 2007. 
Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://digitalcommons.uri.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1055&context=srhonorspr
og>. 

Before dividing arguments for humanitarian interventions into their moral and legal aspects, 

though, it is important to clarify the distinction between the two—an ostensibly simple task. 

Due to a shared vocabulary, however, this distinction is often lost. Morality certainly has an 

influence on law (and to some extent law on morality), but we must be exacting when we speak 

of positive legal rule, a rationally grounded moral principle, or a custom or practice that is 

neither legally nor morally binding.10 The discussion of morality takes place away from 

empirical considerations—the actuality of human behavior and reality. While implementing an 

international institution, as aforementioned, is complicated and fraught with dangerous 

consequences, this does not make the noumenal judgment of its obligation any less real. 

“Moral philosophy rests solely on its pure or non-empirical part,” wrote Kant, “or else 

condemning the man to self-contempt and inward abhorrence.”11 In other words, making a 

moral argument for the perfect duty of humanitarian intervention must, then, eschew all 

prudential considerations12 and study what ought to exist or happen. Seeking a set of maxims 

derived from the actual behavior of mankind or their institutions would inevitably lead to a 

confused array of hypocritical and potentially dangerous ideas. Normative accounts of morality 

apply universally in a metaphysical sense, and herein lies the distinction with law—an 

inconstant, diverse, and culturally-dependent body of regulations. Illustrating the difference 

between the discourses, prefacing an anthology on the subject of humanitarian interventions, 

Editor Terry Nardin uses the example of the suspension of the principle of non-intervention in 

times of “exceptional humanitarian necessity.”13 Whereas there is a potential to argue a moral 

concern can override a legal norm, it is never the case that a legal norm can justify exceptions 

to morality without “bringing morality itself into question.” Legal rights such as sovereignty, in 
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other words, cannot be asserted to cover for committing gross moral wrongs.14 To the extent 

that morality does inform law, it is nevertheless crucial to recognize the inherent schism 

between them—especially internationally, in which “authority” is still ambiguous at best, and 

no law or treaty is absolutely binding. Given the range of ideologies, religions, and spheres of 

interest among the nearly two-hundred nation states, a consensus on what the law is can 

hardly be reached, much less the normative issues of what it should be. It will, therefore take 

the reconstitution of both dimensions—the normative and the descriptive—if we are ever to 

create legal frameworks that uphold basic human rights, supported by unrelenting moral 

vindication that this is, indeed, our moral obligation. 
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The UN Declaration on Human Rights is a logical extension of the 

Kantian categorical imperative. 

Mellion, Adam. “The Moral And Legal Aspects Of Protecting Human Rights: Or, How I Learned 
To Stop Worrying And Love.” Honors Program at the University of Rhode Island. 2007. 
Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://digitalcommons.uri.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1055&context=srhonorspr
og>. 

Deriving such an ethics from the Kantian system, one can show not only why we should 

intervene in humanitarian crises, but also how it can be seen as a moral obligation. The idea 

upon which one might found this is Kant’s categorical imperative, imploring us (in one 

formulation) to “act only on that maxim through which you can at the same time will that it 

should become a universal law.”18 Ubiquitous in elementary philosophy, he famously uses the 

example of the immorality of lying: one should not lie because, if universalized to an entire 

society that found no issue with lying, the very idea of ‘truth’ would become meaningless. 

Though deceivingly similar to the “golden rule” (‘do unto other…), Kant himself points out that 

this principle is “banal” and too restricted—it does not provide a basis for duties to oneself or, 

more importantly for the purposes of the present thesis, benevolent duties to others.19 In sum, 

given the assumed equality of mankind, only those ethical maxims based on this principle of 

universality can be considered valid. From the categorical imperative stems two critical 

extensions in need of elaboration. Firstly, it is the source of the conception of human rights. 

Kant maintains, and indeed it is an integral component of the categorical imperative, that 

“every rational being exists as an end in himself and not merely as a means to be used by this or 

that will at its discretion.” Implied in this statement is that mankind is somehow ‘outside of 

nature’ and cannot be treated as mere objects. Personhood, singular and irreplaceable20, sets 

limits on the actions of others in ways that other forms of non-rational life does not. Whereas 

mankind is said to possess absolute value or worth, the value of objects, he later explains, is 

contingent on the desires of human subjects. Bearing only relative value, objects can be said to 

have a price. The rational actor acts as a touchstone of value; our ability to be the creator of 

desires, and therefore value, makes us unique vis-à-vis mere things. Furthermore, Kant explains 
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that the capacity for rationally setting ends for oneself, amid a world of others doing the same, 

makes a person a special locus of value21 distinct from all other non-rational beings. Reason 

accordingly checks out every maxim of your will, in its role as giver of laws, to see how it relates 

to everyone else’s will and also to every action towards yourself. It doesn’t do this from any 

external practical motive or future advantage, but rather from the idea of the dignity of a 

rational being who obeys no law except one that he himself gives while obeying it.22 

Universalizing the notion of ones own self-worth, we come to the conclusion that all persons, 

insofar as they are capable of reason and self-legislation, are their own source of value—they 

are to be considered as an end in themselves and treated with all due dignity. Human rights, 

thus, originate not from a top-down, imposed ideal of a cosmopolitan society, but are a priori 

to society itself. The origin of human rights, therefore, is indistinguishable from that of mankind 

itself. Appropriately, 1948’s Universal Declaration of Human Rights document, is, in many ways, 

an extension and pragmatic implementation of the categorical imperative.23 Many of the thirty 

articles in the Declaration—including the right to life and liberty, freedom from slavery, the 

right to own property, and so on—act as a maxim that, withstanding Kant’s litmus test, can be 

universally applied without exception. In other words, these guarantees would not contradict 

themselves if extended to the whole of humanity. The very first article of the Declaration, 

mimicking Kant’s own words quite closely, reads as follows: “All human beings are born free 

and equal in dignity and rights. They are endowed with reason and conscience and should act 

towards one another in a spirit of brotherhood.”24 The influence apparent, the categorical 

imperative is the source of validation for most of what are commonly referred to as ‘basic’ 

human rights. 

*Ellipsis from source  
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Even self-interested realists believe that US military aid only offers 

temporary reassurance and exacerbates security crises. 

Bandow, Doug. “U.S. Foreign Policy Should Focus On Protecting Americans, Not Reassuring 
Friends And Allies.” Forbes. April 21, 2014. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.forbes.com/sites/dougbandow/2014/04/21/u-s-foreign-policy-should-
focus-on-protecting-americans-not-reassuring-friends-and-allies/#730e36b4fa0e>. 

First, the overriding responsibility of Washington officials is to safeguard America—its people, 

territory, constitutional liberties, and prosperity. The Department of Defense is not a charity 

created to protect the world, defend the self-important, secure the rich, subsidize the 

improvident, calm the nervous, guard the pacifist, or save the indifferent. The American armed 

forces aren’t designed to advance human rights, aid humanitarianism, promote democracy, 

rebuild nations, or even rescue the helpless, though some or even all of these might at times be 

consistent with Washington’s fundamental responsibility to defend the U.S. Second, America’s 

broader foreign policy should be directed at advancing the interests of Americans. The national 

government is the agent of those who fund, staff, and support it, the American people. Their 

welfare is primary. Washington should look after their interests, not those of some imaginary 

“international community” that exists only in the minds of social engineers who desire to 

escape even minimal national restraints. However, interest is necessary, not sufficient, to justify 

Washington’s actions. The U.S. should act within a larger ethical framework that values human 

life and respects people’s liberty and dignity. The tendency of political organizations to live out 

Lord Acton’s famous warning that “power tends to corrupt and absolute power corrupts 

absolutely” requires the U.S. government to build limits into its own institutions and especially 

those beyond its borders. The latter typically are the least representative and accountable, and 

the most susceptible to special interest manipulation. Reassuring other nations—whether their 

leaders or peoples—is rarely a worthwhile objective for the U.S. government. In contrast, 

America should behave in ways that are naturally reassuring. For instance, it should be 

apparent from its actions that the United States does not intend to launch wars of conquest, 

seize other countries’ resources for profit, oust other governments’ leaders for convenience, or 

compel other societies’ compliance with America’s cultural, economic, political, or social 
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preferences. Washington’s actions also should demonstrate that it is committed to shared 

liberty and prosperity with other nations and peoples in the great global commons. The U.S. 

should act to promote an international order rooted in the understanding that political 

institutions exist to serve human beings, not vice versa. 
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US aid undermines collective security and creates free-riding. 

Bandow, Doug. “U.S. Foreign Policy Should Focus On Protecting Americans, Not Reassuring 
Friends And Allies.” Forbes. April 21, 2014. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.forbes.com/sites/dougbandow/2014/04/21/u-s-foreign-policy-should-
focus-on-protecting-americans-not-reassuring-friends-and-allies/#730e36b4fa0e>. 

The notion of America having an obligation to constantly “reassure” others is particularly 

pernicious when applied to the military. Washington’s principal obligation is to protect the 

American people, not those who desire to be defended by the world’s greatest military power. 

Unfortunately, sometimes the latter seems include most everyone else on earth. When I visited 

North Korea two decades ago one official suggested that our two nations should cooperate 

against Japan, which Pyongyang reviled even more than the U.S.! There are occasions when it is 

in America’s interest to defend other states, but only rarely. Today Washington collects allies 

like most people accumulate Facebook friends. The more the merrier, even when they are 

security black holes. Unfortunately, almost all U.S. allies expect to be defended by America 

rather than to help defend America. Some contribute small troop contingents to Washington’s 

unnecessary wars elsewhere, such as in Iraq, but only after the U.S. helps fund and equip those 

forces. Alas, gaining marginal assistance from, say, Georgia in return for promising to face down 

nuclear-armed Russia on Tbilisi’s behalf would be a poor bargain indeed. One of the worst 

consequences of America’s Asian and European alliances is discouraging prosperous and 

populous states from defending themselves. Europe has eight times Russia’s GDP—why is it 

relying on America at all? And why isn’t it moving forces into Eastern Europe if the continent’s 

security is at risk? Similarly, why is Japan, a wealthy state which until recently had the world’s 

second largest economy, expecting Washington’s help to assert control over contested islands? 

Why does South Korea, with 40 times the GDP of North Korea, presume the U.S. will forever 

maintain military forces in the peninsula? Alas, these countries are responding rationally to 

America’s incentive for security free-riding. Now Washington is sending Cabinet secretaries and 

military forces hither and yon to “reassure” these same nations that it will continue to subsidize 

their defense. Indeed, the consistent message is that they need not worry even if they do little 

on their own behalf. Of course, Washington officials periodically voice frustration that their rich 
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dependents aren’t doing more. But why should governments in Asia and Europe inconvenience 

their peoples when Washington is willing to burden Americans to pay for the former’s defense? 

It oft has been said that the State Department needs an America desk. So does the Pentagon. 

And the White House. And Congress. Washington should stop reassuring friendly nations that 

they will forever be security wards of America. The people who most need reassuring are 

Americans. 
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The government’s obligation to protect individuals arising out the 

social contract should not be narrowly defined to only citizens. 

Basas, Richard. “Protecting Citizens, Vulnerable Groups And The Social Contract.”. July 26, 2016. 
Web. December 09, 2018. <https://foreignpolicyblogs.com/2016/07/26/citizens-social-
contract/>. 

While there have been many theories on how individuals are to be treated by their 

government, one of the more consistent approaches surrounds how individuals will give up the 

majority of their personal protection to the state in exchange for good government and wide 

ranging protections for the entire community. This social contract outlines the responsibility of 

government in modern democratic societies is to keep their citizenry safe and healthy within 

reasonable measures. This philosophy forms the legal and constitutional basis for how 

governments are obligated to protect its citizens, and it is generally accepted that breaking this 

socially and culturally accepted agreement is a legal and constitutional violation of an 

individual’s rights. Extending to 2016, the attack that took place in Nice when a terrorist ran 

down several people during Bastille Day celebrations was the third major terrorist incident in 

France in the last 18 months. Reports detail how at the ceremony for victims of the attack, 

French Prime Minister Manuel Valls was booed by the attending mourners. The general 

sentiment seems to be that the French government is no longer able, or perhaps willing, to 

protect its citizens. The inability for the government to protect French citizens may have been 

assumed by many after a speech where Valls suggested that such attacks will become more 

common in the future. Any violation of the obligation to protect, or breaking of a social 

agreement that a government has the complete obligation to protect its citizens is often seen 

as a break in the social fabric of any modern society. The moral basis in the social contract 

creates a situation where the knowledge of any violation would elicit a natural negative 

response by any citizen, especially those who feel they no longer are being protected by the 

government that is obligated to ensure their safety. The right to have protection goes beyond 

that of state citizens and is applied towards visiting nationals, in-state refugees and may even 

go as far as having an obligation to protect vulnerable groups abroad as well. A discussion in 
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Canada’s capital this week focused on how admitting refugees and protecting citizens abroad 

should be applied to the most vulnerable as many of the targeted groups are from minority 

communities with no state protection in foreign countries. The debate surrounding bringing in 

ethnic minorities who are being singled out and exterminated is to acknowledge the genocide 

taking place against them because of who they are, and to direct protection towards these 

groups as their local governments are unwilling or unable to prevent a genocide. The resistance 

by government officials against focusing in on minority groups and giving them unique 

assistance is argued by some as a violation of a right to have protection when Canada or 

another nation giving aid is addressing genocide in foreign countries. Many citizens of Canada 

are disturbed to find out that many of these targeted groups are still largely ignored by their 

aid. As what could be described as the most important issue of our time, the moral obligation 

to enforce the social contract as it relates to protecting individuals is as strong as it has ever 

been. A government that is not willing to accept that reality is one that has neglected its 

obligation to its citizens and vulnerable groups at the edge of extinction.
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NEG: Hegemony NC 

The Hegemony NC argues that military aid (or aid in general) is necessary to promoting 

US hegemony and the US as a world leader. This negative would operate under a utilitarian 

calculus arguing that the benefits of providing military aid outweigh the harms and that many 

bad impacts would occur if the US did not maintain its hegemony. This negative could argue 

many different impacts such as war/terror, economic impacts, modeling impacts, as well as 

other extinction scenarios. 
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US military aid is proliferating weapons abroad. 

Gompart, David. “The Power To Coerce.” RAND Corporation. 2016. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RR1000/RR1000/RA
ND_RR1000.pdf>. 

The declining utility of offensive military force is partly a consequence of the spread of certain 

technologies—sensors, weapon guidance, and data networking and processing—that can be 

used by adversaries to target U.S. ships, aircraft, and other military platforms. Adversaries are 

incorporating these technologies into advanced missiles, air defenses, submarines, and other 

capabilities to strengthen their regional defenses against U.S. global offense. Compounding the 

problem, the cost of such technology-based defensive capabilities is declining sharply relative 

to the cost of platform-based offensive capabilities. The result is the steadily improving enemy 

targeting of a steadily declining number of U.S. targets. 
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The US is losing the ability to influence global outcome via military 

aid. 

Gompart, David. “The Power To Coerce.” RAND Corporation. 2016. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RR1000/RR1000/RA
ND_RR1000.pdf>. 

The backdrop for the declining usability of U.S. offensive military power and rising potential of 

U.S. coercive power is globalization. By spreading militarily useful technologies, globalization is 

making the use of offensive military force harder and riskier, which will make nonmilitary 

alternatives more important. Globalization is also increasing opportunities for coercion, as most 

countries—including China, Russia, and Iran—are increasingly dependent on world markets, 

resources, information, and systems. Global economics, financial networks, distribution 

systems, infrastructures, information domains, hydrocarbon markets, transport, travel, 

consumer demands, ideas, institutions, and other functions offer options for leverage against 

all but the most hermitic states, such as North Korea, or fundamentalist entities, such as the 

self-proclaimed “Islamic State.” 
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US soft power and coercion are one in the same. Military aid is a tool 

of coercion. 

Gompart, David. “The Power To Coerce.” RAND Corporation. 2016. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RR1000/RR1000/RA
ND_RR1000.pdf>. 

When it comes to getting others to comply with U.S. aims, hard power is high return, high risk, 

high cost, and high violence. Soft power is low risk, low cost, and nonviolent, but its rewards are 

subtle, elusive, and gradual at best: It is one thing to nudge other countries toward being more 

like the United States, liking it more, and wanting to do what the United States wishes they 

would, and quite another to count on soft power to prevent aggression by antagonistic 

countries. Compared with hard power, P2C is neither violent nor as risky; while it is not certain 

to work and can be costly (discussed later), its returns can be handsome. Using an investment 

portfolio as metaphor, think of hard power as aggressive, offering fast and large gains (or 

losses), and soft power as conservative, safe but requiring great patience. Coercive power has 

strong upside potential, with healthy dividends at moderate risk 
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A decline in relative power is insignificant. 

Kreft, Heinrich. “Indispensable World Power.” The World Today. February, 2009. Web. 
December 10, 2018. < Print. p. 11>. 

There is no doubt that the relative world power of the US is diminishing. The percentage 

contribution of the US economy to global GDP is falling because of growth in emerging 

economies. The global connections of the US economy are also expanding rapidly, particularly 

with China, which has replaced Japan as Washington’s main creditor. And Europe has become 

the preferred partner for many countries. In spite of these developments there has been 

scarcely a sign of any significant ‘ganging up’ on the US, which has been extremely unpopular 

under President George Bush. No country or coalition has emerged as a credible rival, if we set 

aside the long-term prospect that China might one day be able to mount a serious challenge. 

Europe’s GDP is larger than that of the US, and in economic and fiscal policy the European 

Union has long been an equal partner, but for want of progress in political unification, the 

Europeans are not yet strategic world players; the EU is at best a major political power in the 

making. With German Chancellor Angela Merkel and French President Nicolas Sarkozy in 

charge, there has been a reversion to a more realistic view of the Union’s role in the world than 

under their immediate predecessors, who harboured the perfectly serious intention of 

establishing the EU as a counterweight to American hyperpower’. Russia undoubtedly has the 

political will to challenge the US. Over the past two years, Prime Minister Vladimir Putin and 

President Dmitri Medvedev have scarcely missed an opportunity to stake their country’s claim. 

With a national economy comparable in size to that of the Benelux countries, however, its 

economic basis is too weak and its dependence on energy exports revenue too great. These 

factors, along with a spectacular decline in the size of the population, which is already only half 

that of the US, are hardly the basis from which Russia could aspire to medium- or long-term 

global leadership. China has a great interest in internal and external stability. Although it has 

achieved an impressive economic, and hence political, upsurge over the past thirty years, the 

social and environmental debit side of this development is becoming ever more plainly visible. 

Since a high rate of economic growth, which is regarded as a prerequisite for the country’s 
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social stability, and thus its political stability, is dependent on exports and on imports of raw 

materials and energy sources, Beijing has a great interest in global free trade and stable 

international relations. India undoubtedly possesses great growth potential. But an oversized 

bureaucracy and inadequate infrastructure still weigh like millstones on its emerging economy. 

In addition, there are major social challenges and growing threats of terrorism, which came to 

light in the recent attacks in Mumbai. India likewise needs stability in the surrounding region to 

enable it to concentrate on these major domestic challenges. Japan has a declining, ageing 

population, and the idea of playing a leading role in international politics is alien to its political 

culture. In view of the growing strength of China, whose long-term political intentions are 

distrusted in Tokyo, Japan’s relations with the US, particularly in security policy, have become 

even closer. 

 

 



NEG: Hegemony NC  Jan/Feb 2019 
 
 

Champion Briefs  390 

Heg sustainable - it’s only a question if the US can maintain its 

position. 

Nye, Joseph. “American Hegemony Or American Primacy?” Arab News. March 10, 2015. Web. 
December 10, 2018. <http://www.arabnews.com/columns/news/716086>. 

No country in modern history has possessed as much global military power as the United 

States. Yet some analysts now argue that the US is following in the footsteps of the United 

Kingdom, the last global hegemon to decline. This historical analogy, though increasingly 

popular, is misleading. Britain was never as dominant as the US is today. To be sure, it 

maintained a navy equal in size to the next two fleets combined, and its empire, on which the 

sun never set, ruled over a quarter of humankind. But there were major differences in the 

relative power resources of imperial Britain and contemporary America. By the outbreak of 

World War I, Britain ranked only fourth among the great powers in terms of military personnel, 

fourth in terms of GDP, and third in military spending. The British Empire was ruled in large part 

through reliance on local troops. Of the 8.6 million British forces in WWI, nearly a third came 

from the overseas empire. That made it increasingly difficult for the government in London to 

declare war on behalf of the empire when nationalist sentiments began to intensify. By World 

War II, protecting the empire had become more of a burden than an asset. The fact that the UK 

was situated so close to powers like Germany and Russia made matters even more challenging. 

For all the loose talk of an “American empire,” the fact is that the US does not have colonies 

that it must administer, and thus has more freedom to maneuver than the UK did. And, 

surrounded by unthreatening countries and two oceans, it finds it far easier to protect itself. 

That brings us to another problem with the global hegemon analogy: The confusion over what 

“hegemony” actually means. Some observers conflate the concept with imperialism; but the US 

is clear evidence that a hegemon does not have to have a formal empire. Others define 

hegemony as the ability to set the rules of the international system; but precisely how much 

influence over this process a hegemon must have, relative to other powers, remains unclear. 

Still others consider hegemony to be synonymous with control of the most power resources. 

But, by this definition, nineteenth-century Britain — which at the height of its power in 1870 
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ranked third (behind the US and Russia) in GDP and third (behind Russia and France) in military 

expenditures — could not be considered hegemonic, despite its naval dominance. Similarly, 

those who speak of American hegemony after 1945 fail to note that the Soviet Union balanced 

US military power for more than four decades. Though the US had disproportionate economic 

clout, its room for political and military maneuver was constrained by Soviet power. Some 

analysts describe the post-1945 period as a US-led hierarchical order with liberal 

characteristics, in which the US provided public goods while operating within a loose system of 

multilateral rules and institutions that gave weaker states a say. They point out that it may be 

rational for many countries to preserve this institutional framework, even if American power 

resources decline. In this sense, the US-led international order could outlive America’s primacy 

in power resources, though many others argue that the emergence of new powers portends 

this order’s demise. But, when it comes to the era of supposed US hegemony, there has always 

been a lot of fiction mixed in with the facts. It was less a global order than a group of like-

minded countries, largely in the Americas and Western Europe, which comprised less than half 

of the world. And its effects on non-members — including significant powers like China, India, 

Indonesia, and the Soviet bloc — were not always benign. Given this, the US position in the 

world could more accurately be called a “half-hegemony.” Of course, America did maintain 

economic dominance after 1945: The devastation of WWII in so many countries meant that the 

US produced nearly half of global GDP. That position lasted until 1970, when the US share of 

global GDP fell to its pre-war level of one-quarter. But, from a political or military standpoint, 

the world was bipolar, with the Soviet Union balancing America’s power. Indeed, during this 

period, the US often could not defend its interests: the Soviet Union acquired nuclear weapons; 

communist takeovers occurred in China, Cuba, and half of Vietnam; the Korean War ended in a 

stalemate; and revolts in Hungary and Czechoslovakia were repressed. Against this background, 

“primacy” seems like a more accurate description of a country’s disproportionate (and 

measurable) share of all three kinds of power resources: military, economic, and soft. The 

question now is whether the era of US primacy is coming to an end. Given the unpredictability 

of global developments, it is, of course, impossible to answer this question definitively. The rise 

of transnational forces and non-state actors, not to mention emerging powers like China, 
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suggests that there are big changes on the horizon. But there is still reason to believe that, at 

least in the first half of this century, the US will retain its primacy in power resources and 

continue to play the central role in the global balance of power. In short, while the era of US 

primacy is not over, it is set to change in important ways. Whether or not these changes will 

bolster global security and prosperity remains to be seen. 
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Alliances against U.S. Heg are unlikely. 

Ye, Min. “The US Hegemony And Implication For China.” Chinese Public Affairs Quarterly. 
December 13, 2018. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<http://chinaipa.org/cpaq/v1i1/Paper_Ye.pdf >. 

First, from the aggregate power perspective, the U.S is simply too powerful for the other 

nations to catch up. William Wohlforth has done a comprehensive empirical study of U.S 

power, and concluded that U.S has enormous supremacy in all aspects of military power and 

almost all aspects of economic power as well, not to mention its normative and cultural 

powers. He also pointed out the U.S is a “benign hegemon” and it is in the world’s benefit for its 

presence. Similarly, Joanne Gowa observed that allies of the U.S benefited from trading with 

the U.S, hence it is in the nations’ interest to have an enduring U.S hegemony. Second, alliance 

against the U.S is unlikely and ineffective. Stephen Walt has listed the causes for alliance 

formation. Alliances form not to balance the biggest power but to balance against the biggest 

threat. Threat, in turn, is determined by (1) aggregate power, (2) geographic proximity, (3) 

offensive power, and (4) aggressive intention. The U.S is distant from all major powers 

geographically, although the most powerful nation in the world. Clearly the U.S does not 

demonstrate aggressive intentions against other major powers. Hence their balancing against 

the U.S is unlikely. 
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Heg key to stability – transition away will fail and result in war. 

Zhang, Yuhan. “America.” East Asia Forum. January 22, 2011. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2011/01/22/americas-decline-a-harbinger-of-conflict-
and-rivalry/>. 

Over the past two decades, no other state has had the ability to seriously challenge the US 

military. Under these circumstances, motivated by both opportunity and fear, many actors have 

bandwagoned with US hegemony and accepted a subordinate role. Canada, most of Western 

Europe, India, Japan, South Korea, Australia, Singapore and the Philippines have all joined the 

US, creating a status quo that has tended to mute great power conflicts. However, as the 

hegemony that drew these powers together withers, so will the pulling power behind the US 

alliance. The result will be an international order where power is more diffuse, American 

interests and influence can be more readily challenged, and conflicts or wars may be harder to 

avoid. As history attests, power decline and redistribution result in military confrontation. For 

example, in the late 19th century America’s emergence as a regional power saw it launch its 

first overseas war of conquest towards Spain. By the turn of the 20th century, accompanying 

the increase in US power and waning of British power, the American Navy had begun to 

challenge the notion that Britain ‘rules the waves.’ Such a notion would eventually see the US 

attain the status of sole guardians of the Western Hemisphere’s security to become the order-

creating Leviathan shaping the international system with democracy and rule of law. Defining 

this US-centred system are three key characteristics: enforcement of property rights, 

constraints on the actions of powerful individuals and groups and some degree of equal 

opportunities for broad segments of society. As a result of such political stability, free markets, 

liberal trade and flexible financial mechanisms have appeared. And, with this, many countries 

have sought opportunities to enter this system, proliferating stable and cooperative relations. 

However, what will happen to these advances as America’s influence declines? Given that 

America’s authority, although sullied at times, has benefited people across much of Latin 

America, Central and Eastern Europe, the Balkans, as well as parts of Africa and, quite 

extensively, Asia, the answer to this question could affect global society in a profoundly 

detrimental way. Public imagination and academia have anticipated that a post-hegemonic 
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world would return to the problems of the 1930s: regional blocs, trade conflicts and strategic 

rivalry. Furthermore, multilateral institutions such as the IMF, the World Bank or the WTO 

might give way to regional organisations. For example, Europe and East Asia would each step 

forward to fill the vacuum left by Washington’s withering leadership to pursue their own visions 

of regional political and economic orders. Free markets would become more politicised — and, 

well, less free — and major powers would compete for supremacy. Additionally, such power 

plays have historically possessed a zero-sum element. In the late 1960s and 1970s, US economic 

power declined relative to the rise of the Japanese and Western European economies, with the 

US dollar also becoming less attractive. And, as American power eroded, so did international 

regimes (such as the Bretton Woods System in 1973). A world without American hegemony is 

one where great power wars re-emerge, the liberal international system is supplanted by an 

authoritarian one, and trade protectionism devolves into restrictive, anti-globalisation barriers. 

This, at least, is one possibility we can forecast in a future that will inevitably be devoid of 

unrivalled US primacy. 
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Hegemony trumps every alternative—solves nuclear great power 

wars. 

Kagan, Robert. “End Of Dreams, Return Of History.” Real Clear Politics. July 19, 2007. Web. 
December 10, 2018. 
<http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.
html>. 

This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to 
perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with 
the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and 
contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all 
other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors 
are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. 
Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world’s powers would be 
peace–loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to 
international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible 
alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major 
war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it 
is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and 
many others value. American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a 
better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The 
choice is not between an American–dominated order and a world that looks like the European 
Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. 
The leaders of a post–American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and 
Washington. The return of great powers and great games If the world is marked by the 
persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of 
competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time 
immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one 
another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the 
two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States 
has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by 
itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to 
multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for 
global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional 
predominance, both with the United States and with each other. National ambition drives 
China’s foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear 
as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to 
return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the preeminent power in 
East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is passé; hence their 
now two–decades–long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe 
power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it 
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than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that 
status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation. Japan, 
meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power –– 
with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending –– now appears embarked on a more 
traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns 
about North Korea ‘s nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan’s own national ambition to 
be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or “little brother” to China. China 
and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and 
power and to prevent the other ‘s rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and 
strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a 
nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is 
once again worrying both about a “greater China” and about the return of Japanese 
nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe’s 
past than its present. But it also looks like Asia’s past. Russian foreign policy, too, looks more 
like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, 
blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration 
into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the 
eastward enlargement of the EU and NATO, would not insist on predominant influence over its 
“near abroad,” and would not use its natural resources as means of gaining geopolitical 
leverage and enhancing Russia ‘s international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of 
the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is moved by more 
traditional great–power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible 
national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their 
security from NATO and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with 
resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia’s 
complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post–Cold War 
settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make 
insecurity less a factor in Russia ‘s relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding 
compromise with the Russians all the more difficult. One could add others to this list of great 
powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India ‘s regional ambitions are 
more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan, but it is clearly engaged in competition 
with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great 
power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a 
historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much 
about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the 
United States. Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan–European national 
ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling 
German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational 
direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they 
seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield 
political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global 
conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role. Islam is not a 
nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical 
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Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations 
that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements 
elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self–respect, and a desire for honor. 
Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive 
outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China 
had its “century of humiliation.” Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back 
on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even 
Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their 
support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and 
particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their 
midst. Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back 
across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, 
Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the 
Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its 
goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first 
Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract 
but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and 
the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also 
engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with 
Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and 
the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and 
though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 
1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or 
idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have 
substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and 
claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of 
people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations 
and would–be nations is a second defining feature of the new post–Cold War international 
system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international 
competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these 
rivalries from intensifying –– its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United 
States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the 
other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: 
sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars 
of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is 
that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between 
them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous 
to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the 
world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant Naval 
power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. 
They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of 
international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials 
such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian 
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of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would 
compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict 
between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of 
the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that 
is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples 
but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great 
geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations 
after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most 
Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe ‘s stability depends on the guarantee, 
however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any 
dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be 
possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among 
nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic 
logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American 
power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of 
international order that they like would remain in place. But that ‘s not the way it works. 
International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of 
power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world 
since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of 
power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and 
Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the 
interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international 
order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it 
would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current 
order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict 
among the world’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts 
involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in 
both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the 
United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the 
consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as 
does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in 
other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter 
what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States 
weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East 
Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific 
effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China ‘s neighbors. But even China, 
which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces 
the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist 
Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene –– even if it remained 
the world’s most powerful nation –– could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even 
more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. 
Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put 
an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the 



NEG: Hegemony NC  Jan/Feb 2019 
 
 

Champion Briefs  400 

need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe 
involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew 
from Europe –– if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” –– this could in 
time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in 
turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to 
imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of 
a more passive, “offshore” role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the 
United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in 
Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for 
the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more “even–handed” policy 
toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the 
Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel ‘s aid if its security became threatened. That 
commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most 
of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the 
seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end 
conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence 
among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise 
of Islamic fundamentalism doesn’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening 
dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and 
the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The 
alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further 
competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of 
American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One 
could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 
And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand 
and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take 
actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or 
Iran. The world hasn‘t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return 
things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, 
one likely to draw the United States back in again. 
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Hegemony elicits asymmetric response. They make increase casualty 

risks and make war significantly worse. 

Linden, Harry. “Questioning The Resort To US Hegemonic Military Force.” Butler University 
Libraries. December 13, 2018. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<http://digitalcommons.butler.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1075&context=facsch_p
apers>. 

Another option of responding to hegemonic aggression is to meet it (after surrender or 

conventional military defeat) with asymmetric warfare in the form of an insurgency, or what 

has perhaps more instructively been called “Fourth Generation Warfare” (4GW). The United 

States has proven itself to be superior in winning Third Generation Warfare (3GW) conflicts, 

involving centralized battles with tanks, planes, etc., but as the Vietnam War, which had 

elements of 3GW and 4GW, and the ongoing conflict in Iraq suggest, the United States is much 

less equipped for dealing with insurgency warfare. This type of warfare has several features 

that together provide a 4GW force with a fighting chance against the United States. The 4GW 

fighters operate in decentralized fashion, often among civilians, and so they reduce America’s 

high-tech military advantages and draw its soldiers into more close-range battles with greater 

casualty risks for the American soldiers 
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A decline in heg won’t cause conflict – we have sufficient deterrence 

and policymakers exaggerate foreign troubles with security threats. 

Friedman,Benjamin. “Drop Pretension To Supremacy.” The Cato Institute. September 21, 2010. 
Web. December 10, 2018. 
<http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=12156&utm_source=feedburner&utm_
medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+CatoRecentOpeds+(Cato+Recent+Op-eds>. 

With the Senate close to voting on the defense authorization bill, Congress is poised to pass the 

largest military budget since World War II — roughly $550 billion, excluding funds for the Iraq 

and Afghanistan wars. President Barack Obama is expected to sign it, pending resolution of 

minor disputes like funding for the alternative Joint Strike Fighter engine. Despite Obama’s 

professed concern about the huge budget deficit, the president has taken no meaningful steps 

to rein in military spending. Citing the need for austerity, Pentagon officials have a goal of 1 

percent real growth in the Defense Department budget over the next decade. Not exactly a 

revolution of fiscal discipline. Hawks and defense industry trade groups say this spending is 

essential to U.S. security. But much of Washington’s military spending is geared toward 

defending others and toward the dubious proposition that global stability depends on U.S. 

military deployments. If our military had less to do, the Pentagon could spend less — at least 

$1.22 trillion less over the next 10 years, according to a Cato Institute report released Tuesday. 

Washington confuses what it wants from its military (global primacy or hegemony) with what it 

needs (safety). Policymakers exaggerate the capability of existing enemies and invent new ones 

by defining traditional foreign troubles — geopolitical competition among states and instability 

within them, for example — as major U.S. security threats. In nearly all cases, they are not. 

Geography, wealth and nuclear weapons provide us with a degree of safety that our ancestors 

would envy. Sending large armies to occupy — and try to manage the politics of — hostile 

Muslim countries is not effective counterterrorism policy. In most cases, it is 

counterproductive. Substantially reducing military spending means reducing U.S. ambitions. By 

shedding missions, the Pentagon could cut force structure — reducing personnel, weapons and 

vehicles procured and operational costs. The resulting force would be more elite, less strained 

and far less expensive. Making large spending cuts without reducing military commitments is a 
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recipe for overburdening service members. Nor should Washington embrace strategic restraint 

just for budgetary reasons. A force reduction strategy would make sense even without deficits, 

however, because it could enhance security. It would reduce the possibility of fighting 

unnecessary wars, limit the number of countries that build up their military to balance U.S. 

forces, remove an impetus for nuclear weapons proliferation and prevent foreign peoples from 

resenting us for occupying their countries. Because a less active military can make conventional 

and counterinsurgency warfare less likely, we recommend cutting the Army and Marine Corps 

by roughly one-third. Fewer missions, along with advances in strike technology, would also 

allow for reductions in the Air Force and Navy. 
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Multiple balancing powers and internal issues make heg collapse 

inevitable – only abandoning unipolarity solves lash out and great 

power conflict. 

Feffer, John. “A Multipolar Moment.” Foreign Institute for Policy Studies. February, 2009. Web. 
December 10, 2018. <http://www.fpif.org/articles/a_multipolar_moment>. 

But times have changed, argues FPIF contributor Hannes Artens. “These aren’t the golden 

1990s, when U.S. power was at its zenith. In this first decade of the 21st century, the capitalist 

West is facing defeat in Afghanistan and is on the verge of ‘the worst recession in a hundred 

years,’ as British minister Ed Balls put it in perhaps only slight exaggeration,” he writes in 

Multilateralism in Munich. “This combination will force the Obama administration to stop 

cherry-picking issues on which it wants to cooperate and forging ahead on those issues it 

believes it can still handle alone. Necessity will dictate a more pragmatic multilateralism, in 

which all sides humbly accept what is realistically possible.” Are we thus witnessing the final 

end of the unipolar moment? China is coming up fast. The European Union’s expansion has 

been accompanied by relatively few growing pains. Several powerful countries in the South 

(particularly India, Brazil, and South Africa) are quietly acquiring more geopolitical heft. Global 

problems like climate change and financial collapse require global solutions, so we either evolve 

multilateral responses or we do a dinosaur dive into extinction. Over here, meanwhile, the 

Pentagon is still maintaining the world’s largest military force — but we have failed to defeat al-

Qaeda, we are quagmired in Afghanistan, and all of our nuclear weapons have done little to 

prevent North Korea from entering the nuclear club. The global recession is hammering the U.S. 

economy, and we might finally see the end of the dollar’s reign as global currency. With the 

bank bailout, the stimulus package, the bill for two wars plus the Pentagon’s already 

gargantuan budget, the red ink is mounting. Debt has been the gravedigger of many an empire. 

I can hear the adding machine totting up the numbers. Or is that the sound of dirt hitting a 

coffin lid? 
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The view that the world is doomed without hegemony is flawed – it’s 

exceptionalist, imperialist, and justifies endless interventions that 

ultimately destroy our hegemony. 

Layne, Christopher. “Grateful Decline: The End Of Pax Americana.” The American Conservative. 
May, 2010. Web. December 10, 2018. <. 
http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_7060/is_5_9/ai_n54223596/>. 

The foundational American myth of empire is exceptionalism, the belief, dating back to the 

Puritans, that the U.S. is different, better, and morally superior to the rest of the world. 

Americans have always looked at the outside world suspiciously and viewed it as a source of 

contagion: war, imperialism, militarism, religious intolerance, non-democratic forms of 

governance, and latterly totalitarianism, genocide, and terrorism. All these bad things, we 

believe, come from “over there.” We have long thought that we cannot live safely in a world of 

such imperfections and that it is therefore our national duty to cure these ills by using American 

power to construct a world order based on our values. U.S. foreign-policy elites have 

extrapolated from our national experience and concluded, as Edmund Stillman and William 

Pfaff wrote some 45 years ago, that the United States is a model for the world and “America’s 

wants and values are universal”--a point George W. Bush made repeatedly in justifying his 

policy of exporting democracy at the point of a bayonet. Americans believe that our political 

and economic systems provide “a prototypical solution for the world’s disorders.” If we could 

just give the rest of the world a makeover so it looked like the United States, all would be well. 

These assumptions invest American foreign policy with a tendency to see the world in terms of 

good versus evil. And because the U.S. looks through this prism, it believes it has the obligation 

to prevail in this global struggle. America’s security and way of life are purportedly endangered 

by the existence of hostile ideologies anywhere in the world because peace and freedom are 

allegedly indivisible. Intervention is thus the United States’ default in foreign policy. We 

attempt to tame the world by exporting democracy because--we are told--democracies do not 

fight each other. We export our model of freemarket capitalism because--we are told--states 

that are economically interdependent do not fight each other. We work multilaterally through 
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international institutions because--we are told--these promote cooperation and trust among 

states. None of these propositions is self-evident. Indeed, there is overwhelming evidence that 

they are wrong. But they are illusions that “express the deepest beliefs which Americans, as a 

nation, hold about the world.” So we cling to the idea that our hegemony is necessary for our 

own and everyone else’s security. The consequence has been to contribute to the very imperial 

overstretch that is accelerating the United States’ decline. Because that U.S. enjoyed such vast 

superiority for such a long time, it had the luxury of acting on its delusions without paying too 

high a price. (That is, if you discount the 58,000 names on the Vietnam Memorial or the tens of 

thousands of U.S. military personnel who have suffered disfiguring wounds or been killed in 

Iraq and Afghanistan.) But as my graduate school mentor, Kenneth Waltz, one of the towering 

figures in the study of international politics, used to tell us about American foreign policy, 

“When you are big, strong, and powerful, you can afford to make the same dumb mistakes over 

and over again. But when your power declines, you begin to pay a price for repeating your 

mistakes.” U.S. decline means that in the 21st century, the United States will pay a high price if 

it endlessly repeats its mistakes. To change our foreign policy--to come to grips with the end of 

the Pax Americana--we first need to change the way we see the world. 
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Heg doesn’t solve war -- structure of the international system checks. 

Preble, Christopher. “Does Military Power Keep Us Safe?” The Cato Institute. May 09, 2009. 
Web. December 10, 2018. <http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10228>. 

For too long, we have defined our strength as a nation by our capacity for waging war. We have 

come to believe, erroneously, that military power keeps us safe, and that more power will keep 

us safer. But the true strength of the United States, the true source of U.S. power, is its people. 

Our spirit, our generosity and our ingenuity is expressed in countless ways, most of which have 

nothing to do with our military prowess. The casualties caused by international terrorist 

incidents since September 11 pale in comparison to the death and destruction that took place 

between 1914 and 1918. By reducing the size of our military to a level more consistent with our 

own needs, and by encouraging others to become more self-reliant, we can make space for the 

other forms of human interaction that facilitate security and prosperity over the long term. This 

is neither naive nor utopian. The world is a dangerous place. It always has been. Although we 

aspire to a time when disputes are settled peacefully, we sometimes seem a long way from that 

noble goal. Some worry of a new cold war with Russia, while others see a hot one with China in 

the offing, perhaps over Taiwan. Those prospects cannot be dismissed lightly, but the fact 

remains that the major powers have managed to avoid the very sorts of cataclysms that 

claimed the lives of an estimated 100 million people in the first half of the 20th century. 

Perhaps we’ve all learned something? Even if major war between nations seems more remote 

than ever before, what of war between peoples, peoples disconnected from any particular 

nation-state or peoples united by ideologies that transcend national boundaries? What if al-

Qaeda and other terrorist organizations are but the tip of the iceberg? Newspapers and opinion 

journals are littered these days with apocalyptic predictions of an impending — or even 

ongoing — world war. How likely is it that the so-called war on terrorism will be looked upon 

through the long lens of history as comparable to the world wars of the 20th century? Not very. 

The casualties caused by international terrorist incidents since September 11, 2001, and the 

prospects for future casualties, pale in comparison to the death and destruction that took place 

between August 1914 and November 1918, and again between September 1939 and August 
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1945. The violence and bloodshed that can be deployed by non-state actors is an order of 

magnitude smaller than what could be caused by even a medium-size modern industrial state. 

Can it even be compared with the Cold War, which claimed far fewer lives but lasted nearly five 

times longer than the two world wars combined? Again, no. Both are ideological struggles, 

fought chiefly by non-military means, but the threat of global thermonuclear war hung over 

every aspect of Cold War diplomacy. And the scale of violence that would have been unleashed 

had U.S. or Soviet (or Chinese, French or British) decision makers lost their cool would have 

caused far more death and destruction than Osama bin Laden can muster in the darkest 

reaches of his imagination. 
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Wars will not go nuclear if the US is not the hegemon because we will 

not intervene. 

Gholz, Eugene. “Come Home, America: The Strategy Of Restraint In The Face Of Temptation.” 
International Security. December 13, 1997. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<https://www.jstor.org/stable/2539282?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents>. 

THE INCREASED CHANCE OF GREAT POWER WAR Several prominent analysts favor a policy of 

selective engagement.70 These analysts fear that American military retrenchment would 

increase the risk of great power war. A great power war today would be a calamity, even for 

those countries that manage to stay out of the fighting. The best way to prevent great power 

war, according to these analysts, is to remain engaged in Europe and East Asia. Twice in this 

century the United States has pulled out of Europe, and both times great power war followed. 

Then America chose to stay engaged, and the longest period of European great power peace 

ensued. In sum, selective engagers point to the costs of others’ great power wars and the 

relative ease of preventing them. The selective engagers’ strategy is wrong for two reasons. 

First, selective engagers overstate the effect of U.S. military presence as a positive force for 

great power peace. In today’s world, disengagement will not cause great power war, and 

continued engagement will not reliably prevent it. In some circum- stances, engagement may 

actually increase the likelihood of conflict. Second, selective engagers overstate the costs of 

distant wars and seriously understate the costs and risks of their strategies. Overseas 

deployments require a large force structure. Even worse, selective engagement will ensure that 

when a future great power war erupts, the United States will be in the thick of things. Although 

distant great power wars are bad for America, the only sure path to ruin is to step in the middle 

of a faraway fight. Selective engagers overstate America’s effect on the likelihood of future 

great power wars. There is little reason to believe that withdrawal from Europe or Asia would 

lead to deterrence failures. With or without a forward U.S. presence, America’s major allies 

have sufficient military strength to deter any potential aggressors. Conflict is far more likely to 

erupt from a sequence described in the spiral model. The danger of spirals leading to war in 

East Asia is remote. Spirals happen when states, seeking security, frighten their neighbors. The 



A/2: Hegemony NC  Jan/Feb 2019 
 
 

Champion Briefs  410 

risk of spirals is great when offense is easier than defense, because any country’s attempt to 

achieve security will give it an offensive capability against its neighbors. The neighbors’ 

attempts to eliminate the vulnerability give them fleeting offensive capabilities and tempt them 

to launch preventive war.71 But Asia, as discussed earlier, is blessed with inherent defensive 

advantages. Japan and Taiwan are islands, which makes them very difficult to invade. China has 

a long land border with Russia, but enjoys the protection of the East China Sea, which stands 

between it and Japan. The expanse of Siberia gives Russia, its ever- trusted ally, strategic depth. 

South Korea benefits from mountainous terrain which would channel an attacking force from 

the north. Offense is difficult in East Asia, so spirals should not be acute. In fact, no other region 

in which great powers interact offers more defensive advantage than East Asia. The prospect 

for spirals is greater in Europe, but continued U.S. engagement does not reduce that danger; 

rather, it exacerbates the risk. A West European military union, controlling more than 21 

percent of the world’s GDP, may worry Russia. But NATO, with 44 percent of the world’s GDP, is 

far more threatening, especially if it expands eastward. The more NATO frightens Russia, the 

more likely it is that Russia will turn dangerously nationalist, redirect its economy toward the 

military, and try to re-absorb its old buffer states.72 But if the U.S. military were to withdraw 

from Europe, even Germany, Europe’s strongest advocate for NATO expansion, might become 

less enthusiastic, be- cause it would be German rather than American troops standing guard on 

the new borders. Some advocates of selective engagement point to the past fifty years as 

evidence that America’s forward military presence reduces the chance of war. The Cold War’s 

great power peace, however, was overdetermined. Nuclear weapons brought a powerful 

restraining influence.73 Furthermore, throughout the Cold War, European and Asian powers 

had a common foe which encouraged them to cooperate. After an American withdrawal, the 

Japanese, Koreans, and Russians would still have to worry about China; the Europeans would 

still need to keep an eye on Russia. These threats can be managed without U.S. assistance, and 

the challenge will encourage European and Asian regional cooperation. In fact, some evidence 

suggests that America’s overseas presence was not the principal cause of great power peace 

during the Cold War; nuclear weapons and the presence of a unifying threat played a greater 

role. The Sino-Soviet dispute has been one of the bitterest in the world since the 1960s. The 
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Soviets and Chinese have had all the ingredients for a great power war-border disputes, hostile 

ideologies, and occasional military clashes along their frontier-yet they managed to keep things 

from getting out of hand. Maybe the presence of nuclear weapons damped the conflict; maybe 

having a common foe (the United States) tempered their hostility toward each other. But it is 

clear that U.S. engagement was not necessary for peaceful great power relations during the 

Cold War. Some analysts agree that the probability of great power wars stemming from 

American withdrawal is very low, but they still advocate engagement because they fear low-

probability, high-cost events. A war would be a human tragedy, the environment would suffer, 

and international trade would be disrupted. But the costs of distant great power wars must be 

compared to the costs of the strategy intended to prevent them. Advocates of selective 

engagement argue that their policy’s costs are small.74 We disagree with this assessment. Two 

costs are associated with selective engagement and both are high: the cost of maintaining 

forces in Europe and Asia and the risk that, with engagement, the United States will have to 

fight a war. Maintaining substantial military power in Europe and Asia and the capability to 

surge forces to the Persian Gulf will require most of America’s current military assets, a two-

MRC force. Any savings from force cuts will be marginal.75 The larger long-term cost of 

selective engagement is the risk of involvement in faraway great power wars. Great power 

conflicts will continue to be a rare occurrence, but when they happen, the United States is 

much better off staying as far away from the combatants as possible. World War II resulted in 

the deaths of 400,000 Americans, many times that number wounded, and nearly 40 percent of 

GDP devoted to defense (compared to 4 percent today).76 A new great power conflict, with the 

possibility of nuclear use, might exact even higher costs from the participants. World War II was 

fought to prevent the consolidation of Europe and Asia by hostile, fanatical adversaries, but a 

new great power war would not raise that specter. The biggest cost of selective engagement is 

the risk of being drawn into someone else’s faraway great power war. The global economy may 

be disrupted by war, depending on who is involved, but even in the worst case, the costs would 

be manageable. Trade accounts for roughly 20 percent of the American economy,77 and 

sudden, forced autarky would be devastating for American prosperity. But no great power war 

could come close to forcing American autarky: essentially all goods have substitute sources of 
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supply at varying marginal increases in cost. Furthermore, wars never isolate the fighting 

countries completely from external trade. Some dislocation is a real possibility, but these short-

term costs would not justify the risks of fighting a great power war. The risk of nuclear 

escalation is a reason to worry about great power war, but it is a highly suspect reason to favor 

a military policy that puts U.S. forces between feuding great powers. Nuclear weapons may not 

be used in a future great power war; the fear of retaliation should breed great caution on the 

part of the belligerents.78 But the larger point is that the possibility of a faraway nuclear 

exchange is precisely the reason that America should keep its military forces out of other 

country’s disputes.79 An Indo-Pakistani nuclear war would be a terrible thing, but it makes no 

sense to get in the middle. Distant wars would be costly, but not nearly as costly as the solution 

that selective engagers propose. Five decades ago, America’s leaders asked the people to 

defend the world from Soviet military power. Admirably, Americans rose to the occasion. But 

now they are being asked to shoulder a dangerous new burden: to protect the great powers 

from themselves. Before undertaking this costly and dangerous “social science experiment,” 

Americans should look closely at the costs of engagement, the prospects for success, and the 

risks if things go awry Careful comparison shows restraint to be the better strategy. 
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And, the endpoint of this colonialist imperialism is species extinction. 

Porter, Robert. “A Proposal To The Hanodaganyas To Decolonize Federal Indian Law.” 
University of Michigan Journal of Law. 1998. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<https://repository.law.umich.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1525&context=mjlr>. 

Nonetheless, this otherwise natural process was dramatically altered by colonization. 

These colonizing efforts were accomplished by force and often with great speed, producing 

dramatic changes within Indigenous societies and interfering with the natural process of 

adaptation and change. This disruption has had a genocidal effect; groups of Indigenous 

peoples that existed 500 years ago no longer exist. There should be no doubt that their 

extinction was not an accident – it was the product of a concerted effort to subjugate and 

eliminate the native human population in order to allow for the pursuit of wealth and manifest 

destiny. As a result, extinction is the most dramatic effect of colonization. Allowed to run its full 

course, colonization will disrupt and destroy the natural evolutionary process of the people 

being colonized to the point of extinction.



NEG: Security K  Jan/Feb 2019 
 
 

Champion Briefs  414 

NEG: Security K 

 The security kritik is a common argument that is present across virtually every 

geographic region of debate and is very common on many topics. The security kritik argues that 

when we talk about big security issues it creates a ‘threat’ which allows for institutions to use 

violence to respond to the ‘threat’. This is called threat construction given the institution 

creates a perceived threat rather than acknowledging an actual one. 

 The security kritik needs to argue that the affirmative creates a threat, that threat 

allows for the creating of a violent response, and how that violence is bad. Additionally, 

framework is often necessary to address why this is relevant to debate and how debate 

interacts with these problems. 

 In regards to a security kritik negative the argument would be that affirmatives talking 

about military aid causing violence is simply threat construction. The interesting thing about 

this case is that it also makes a good affirmative case because you could argue that military aid 

is meant to address threat construction; so removing military aid is the best way to reduce 

threat construction and reduce potential future violence. 
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Talk of securitization is meant to create a fear of threats to justify 

worse actions in the name of defense. 

Lipschutz, Ronnie. “Negotiating The Boundaries Of Difference And Security At Millennium’s 
End.” On Security. 1998. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<http://www.ciaonet.org/book/lipschutz/index.html>. 

What then, is the form and content of this speech act? The logic of security implies that one 

political actor must be protected from the depredations of another political actor. In 

international relations, these actors are territorially defined, mutually exclusive and nominally 

sovereign states. A state is assumed to be politically cohesive, to monopolize the use of 

violence within the defined jurisdiction, to be able to protect itself from other states, and to be 

potentially hostile to other states. Self-protection may, under certain circumstances, extend to 

the suppression of domestic actors, if it can be proved that such actors are acting in a manner 

hostile to the state on behalf of another state (or political entity). Overall, however, the logic of 

security is exclusionist: It proposes to exclude developments deemed threatening to the 

continued existence of that state and, in doing so, draws boundaries to discipline the behavior 

of those within and to differentiate within from without. The right to define such developments 

and draw such boundaries is, generally speaking, the prerogative of certain state 

representatives, as Weaver points out. 3 Of course, security, the speech act, does draw on 

material conditions “out there.” In particular, the logic of security assumes that state actors 

possess “capabilities,” and the purposes of such capabilities are interpreted as part of the 

speech act itself. These interpretations are based on indicators that can be observed and 

measured--for example, numbers of tanks in the field, missiles in silos, men under arms. It is a 

given within the logic--the speech act--of security that these capabilities exist to be used in a 

threatening fashion--either for deterrent or offensive purposes--and that such threats can be 

deduced, albeit incompletely, without reference to intentions or, for that matter, the domestic 

contexts within which such capabilities have been developed. Defense analysts within the state 

that is trying to interpret the meanings of the other state’s capabilities consequently formulate 

a range of possible scenarios of employment, utilizing the most threatening or damaging one as 
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the basis for devising a response. Most pointedly, they do not assume either that the 

capabilities will not be used or that they might have come into being for reasons other than 

projecting the imagined threats. Threats, in this context, thus become what might be done, not, 

given the “fog of war,” what could or would be done, or the fog of bureaucracy, what might not 

be done. What we have here, in other words, is “worst case” interpretation. The “speech act” 

security thus usually generates a proportionate response, in which the imagined threat is used 

to manufacture real weapons and deploy real troops in arrays intended to convey certain 

imagined scenarios in the mind of the other state. Intersubjectivity, in this case, causes states to 

read in others, and to respond to, their worst fears. It is important to recognize that, to the 

extent we make judgments about possibilities on the basis of capabilities, without reference to 

actual intentions, we are trying to imagine how those capabilities might be used. These 

imagined scenarios are not, however, based only on some idea of how the threatening actor 

might behave; they are also reflections of what our intentions might be, were we in the place of 

that actor, constructing imagined scenarios based on what s/he would imagine our intentions 

might be, were they in our place... and so on, ad infinitum. Where we cut into this loop, and 

why we cut into the loop in one place and not another, has a great deal to do with where we 

start in our quest to understand the notion of security, the speech act. 

*Ellipsis from source 
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Once a threat has been constructed, no matter how real, it 

necessitates response. 

Lipschutz, Ronnie. “Negotiating The Boundaries Of Difference And Security At Millennium’s 
End.” On Security. 1998. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<http://www.ciaonet.org/book/lipschutz/index.html>. 

Conceptualizations of security-from which follow policy and practice-are to be found in 

discourses of security. These are neither strictly objective assessments nor analytical constructs 

of threat, but rather the products of historical structures and processes, of struggles for power 

within the state, of conflicts between the societal groupings that inhabit states and the 

interests that besiege them. Hence, there are not only struggles over security among nations, 

but also struggles over security among notions. Winning the right to define security provides 

not just access to resources but also the authority to articulate new definitions and discoursed 

of security, as well. As Karen Liftlin points out, “As determinants of what can and cannot be 

thought, discourses delimit the range of policy options, thereby functioning as precursors to 

policy outcomes … The supreme power is the power to delineate the boundaries of thought – 

an attribute not so much of specific agents as it is of discursive practices. These discourses of 

security, however clearly articulated, nonetheless remain fraught with contradictions, as the 

chapters in this volume make clear. How do such discourses begin? In his investigation of 

historical origins of the concept, James Der Derian (Chapter 2: “The Value of Seurity: Hobbes, 

Marx, Nietzsche, and Baudrillard”) points out that, in the past, security has been invoked not 

only to connote protection from threats, along the lines of the conventional definition, but also 

to describe hubristic overconfidence as well as a bond or pledge provided in a financial 

transaction. To secure oneself is, therefore, a sort of trap, for one can never leave a secure 

place without incurring risks. (Elsewhere, Barry Buzan has pointed out that “There is a cruel 

irony in [one] meaning of secure which is ‘unable to escape’. Security, moreover, is meaningless 

without an “other” to help specify the conditions of insecurity. Der Derian, citing Nietsche, 

points out that this “other” is made manifest through differences that create terror and 
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collective resentment of difference – the state of fear – rather than a preferable coming to 

terms with the positive potential of difference. 

Construction of threat allows for a reduction of human value. 

Dillon, Michael. “Politics Of Security: Towards A Political Phiosophy Of Continental Thought.”. 
1996. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://books.google.com/books?id=UgGFAgAAQBAJ&pg=PA26&lpg=PA26&dq=Everyt
hing,+for+example,+has+now+become+possible.+But+what+human+being+seems+mos
t+impelled+to+do+with+the+power+of+its+actions+is+to+turn+itself+into+a+species;+n
ot+merely+an+animal+species,+nor+even+a+species+of+currency+or+consumption+(w
hich+amount+to+the+same+thing),+but+a+mere+species+of+calculation&source=bl&ot
s=Dzci-_Hw2o&sig=2np-
LeSpnYwRA5w67ZRGxZfwtUY&hl=en&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwjI_Zee05PfAhUL5IMKHbWm
BW8Q6AEwAHoECAkQAQ#v=onepage&q=Everything%2C%20for%20example%2C%20ha
s%20now%20become%20possible.%20But%20what%20human%20being%20seems%20
most%20impelled%20to%20do%20with%20the%20power%20of%20its%20actions%20is
%20to%20turn%20itself%20into%20a%20species%3B%20not%20merely%20an%20anim
al%20species%2C%20nor%20even%20a%20species%20of>. 

Everything, for example, has now become possible. But what human being seems most 

impelled to do with the power of its actions is to turn itself into a species; not merely an animal 

species, nor even a species of currency or consumption (which amount to the same thing), but 

a mere species of calculation. For only by reducing itself to an index of calculation does it seem 

capable of constructing that oplitical arithmetic by which it can secure the security globalised 

Western thought insists upon, and which a world made uncreasingly unpredictable by the very 

way human being acts into it now seem to require. Yet, the very rage for calculability which 

securing security incites is precisely also what reduces human freedom, inducing either despair 

or the surender of what is human to the de-humanising calculative logic of what seems to be 

necessary to secure security. I think, then, that Hannah Arendt was right when she saw late 

modern humankind caught in a dangerous world-destroying cleft between a belief that 

everything is possible and a willingness to surender itself to so-called laws of necessity 

(calculability itself) which would make everything possible. That it was, in short, characterized 

by a combination of reckless omnipotence and reckless despair. But I also think that things have 

gone one stage further- the surrender to the necessity of realising everything that is possible- 
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and that this found its paradigmatic expression for example in the deterrent security policies of 

the Cold War; where everything up to and including self-immolation not only became possible 

but actually necessary in the interests of (inter)national security. The logic persists in the 

metaphysical core of modern politics- the axiom of Inter-state security relations, popularized 

for example, through strategic discourse- even if the details have changed. 
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The way security is talked about shapes real actions that are taken. 

Mutimer, David. “The Weapons State.”. 2000. Web. December 09, 2018. <Book>. 

It is not entirely common to think that metaphor has much to do with the making of policy in 

general and of security policy in particular. Security policy concerns the serious matter of war; 

its subject is troops, not tropes. Nevertheless, it would seem even policymakers bent on waging 

war recognize the occasional utility of an apt metaphor. Hidden in a footnote is a report by 

Chris Hables Gray on a small change in the language surrounding the war in the Gulf: 

“Originally, the attack on Iraq and occupied Kuwait was to be called Desert Sword, but it was 

decided to portray the war as more of a natural force.”22 Gray’s contention rings true, as 

Desert Sword fits more obviously with the prior operation, Desert Shield, than does Desert 

Storm. Somebody in the Pentagon, however, recognized that swords are wielded by hands 

whose owners can then be held responsible; storms are acts of nature or of God, not of people. 

Although the clear intention of this use of metaphor is political in the narrowest sense-we 

might even say it is meant as public relations-the means by which metaphors function is 

independent of such intention. Swords and storms carry different meanings; that is, they have 

different entailments and as such shape a labeled object, such as a military action, in different 

ways.23 Paul Chilton recently used metaphor as an analytic starting point to examine the heart 

of Cold War security discourse. In the conclusion to Security Metaphors, Chilton explains how 

metaphor relates to policy: Metaphor is an element in the discourse of policymaking; it does 

not drive policy... It would be absurd to reduce the Cold War to the influence of metaphor. 

However, both cognitive analysts of policymaking and historians of the Cold War have noted 

the part played by analogical reasoning and by metaphor. Whatever distinctions might be 

drawn between the two terms “analogy” and “metaphor,” they can both be treated as 

manifestations of the cognitive process whereby one thing is seen in terms of another.24 The 

common understanding of metaphor is that it is a literary technique, allowing an author to 

provide descriptive depth and allegorical commentary by establishing a relationship between 

two separate objects’ or ideas. Chilton argues that metaphors are much more than this, that 

metaphor is “an indispensable ingredient of thought itself.”25 Policymakers address problems 
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by means of what I have called images-that is, the student or policymaker constructs an image 

of a problem, of an issue, or even of other actors. This image relates the thing imagined to 

another, in terms of which the first is understood. This act of relation is crucial both to 

understanding and to the scholarly act of interpretation that follows. Metaphors compose the 

images used to structure and support our understanding of a problem and therefore our 

respouse to that problem. The choice of Desert Storm over Desert Sword is designed to foster 

political support for a policy problem by imagining the operation in terms of a force of nature it 

would be nonsensical to oppose. We might decry the devastation caused by weather, but we 

would look a bit foolish marching on Washington to bring an end to hurricanes. The general 

relationship among the image of a policy problem, the condition of the problem itself, and the 

policy solution to that problem-however, allow these ideas to be given a much wider scope 

than they would receive as a form of public relations. In Security Metaphors Chilton provides a 

detailed and rigorous examination of the role of metaphor in Cold War security. Specifically, he 

explores the way in which three metaphors were central to the understandings that gave rise 

first to the Cold War and later to its end. He looks first at how the metaphor of security and 

then the related metaphor of containment emerged from attempts within the U.S. state to 

make sense of the postwar era. In the final part of his book, Chilton turns to the end of the Cold 

War and to the place of architectural metaphors, particularly the common house, in producing 

the Cold War’s end. The metaphors of security, containment, and the common house did more 

than simply support a policy choice; they structured the way in which we can think about 

problems and thus shape that choice in the first place. 

*Ellipsis from source  
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Threats are created by interpretation rather than reality this enables 

people to justify anything in the name of security. 

Mutimer, David. “The Weapons State.”. 2000. Web. December 09, 2018. <Book>. 

A further point is to be made concerning Campbell’s work. The focus of Writing Security is not, 

in fact, on the way in which danger is interpreted- the manner by which the interpretation of 

risk and the consequent creation of threat occur. Rather, Campbell’s argument shows the way 

in which the interpreting subject-in this instance the United States-is itself created by those acts 

of identifying danger. If we can accept that both the threats and the subjects of international 

security are created in acts of interpretation, it should be clear that the interests those subjects 

pursue are also consequences of these same acts. It would be difficult to argue that interests 

remain fixed when the bearer of those interests does not. Jutta Weldes has made the case with 

respect to interests: In contrast to the realist conception of “national interests” as objects that 

have merely to be observed or discovered, then, my argument is that national interests are 

social constructions created as meaningful objects out of the intersubjective and culturally 

established meanings with which the world, particularly the international system and the place 

of the state in it, is understood. More specifically, national interests emerge out of the 

representations. through which state officials and others make sense of the world around 

them. 13 These “representations through which state officials and others make sense of the 

world around them” are central to my argument in this book. Rather than take the objects of 

study as given, I ask questions about the construction of a particular object, a particular set of 

identities and interests, and the specific practices through which proliferation is confronted. 

The key to answering these questions is to identify the way in which the problem is represented 

or, to use the language I deploy later, the image that is used to frame the issue in question. This 

image serves to construct the object of analysis or policy, to identify the actors, and to define 

their interests. It is therefore the image that enables the practices through which these actors 

respond to the problem of proliferation. 
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Furthering conflict is not inevitable, it is construction of inevitability 

that makes it happen. 

Mutimer, David. “The Weapons State.”. 2000. Web. December 09, 2018. <Book>. 

Charles Taylor has provided a clear example of the nature of constitutive intersubjective 

meanings in practices: “Take the practice of deciding things by majority vote. It carries with it 

certain standards, of valid and invalid voting, and valid and invalid results, without which it 

would not be the practice that it is.’’1’ All those who participate in the practice must share an 

image of the practice in which they are engaged. They must share a certain collection of rules 

for fair and unfair voting, as well as knowing what essential behaviors they are expected to 

perform. They must also understand that they are independent agents but also parts of a 

collective who can decide as a whole through the aggregation of independent decisions. As 

Taylor concludes, “In this way, we say that the practices which make up a society require 

certain self-descriptions on the part of the participants.”19 The image of majority voting 

constitutes the practice of voting by enabling the actors and actions necessary for the practice 

and defining the relationships between the actors and those between the actors and the 

practice. The same is true for the practices in which states engage, which are the object of 

study in international relations. A practice such as waging war, perhaps the definitive practice 

of the traditional study of international relations, is conducted in terms of certain standards, as 

is voting.20 Intersubjectively held meanings establish the conditions under which war may or 

may not be waged, as well as establishing which violent conduct is and which is not to be 

counted as war. The image constitutive of war is socially held, adjudged, contested, and taught. 

Thus, when the United States went to war in Vietnam, it was recognized by the society of states 

to be waging war, despite its subjective labeling of the violence as a police action. On the other 

hand, the U.S. War on Drugs was recognized by those same states to be metaphorically warlike 

rather than an instance of the practice of waging war, despite the use of military and 

paramilitary violence. If intersubjective meanings constitute practices, engaging in practices 

involves acting toward the world in the terms provided by a particular set of intersubjective 

meanings. Practices, can therefore be said to carry with them sets of meanings. If we 
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investigate state action in terms of practices, we can ask questions about the constitutive 

intersubjective meanings, about the world these practices make through reproducing meaning. 

As Roxanne Doty has argued, “Policy makers … function within a discursive space that imposes 

meanings on their world and thus creates reality. “21 At this point I reconnect to the argument 

with which this chapter began, because the reality that is created in this discursive space 

involves the identification of the objects of action, the actors, and the interests that are 

pursued. The intersubjective understandings that constitute practices can be thought of, 

adapting Boulding’s usage, as images that frame a particular reality. This framing is 

fundamentally discursive; it is necessarily _tied to the language through which the frame is 

expressed. A problem-for example, that of the proliferation of weapons-is not presented to 

policymakers fully formed. Weapons proliferation as a problem does not slowly dawn on states 

but rather is constituted by those states in their practices. What is more, this practically 

constituted image of a security problem shapes the interests states have at stake in that 

problem and the forms of solutions that can be considered to resolve it. To understand how an 

image shapes interest and policy, it is useful to consider the place of metaphor in shaping 

understanding. 

*Ellipsis from source  
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US military aid is a false construction meant to only further us 

interests. 

Karlin, Mara. “Why Military Assistance Programs Disappoint.” Brookings Institute. December, 
2017. Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.brookings.edu/articles/why-military-
assistance-programs-disappoint/>. 

But history shows that building militaries in weak states is not the panacea the U.S. national 

security community imagines it to be. As examples that span the globe have demonstrated, in 

practice, American efforts to build up local security forces are an oversold halfway measure 

that is rarely cheap and often falls short of the desired outcome. For decades, the United States 

has poured countless billions into foreign security forces—to the tune of nearly $20 billion per 

year these days. But the returns have been paltry. Sometimes, the problem is one of execution, 

and the United States can improve the way it conceives of and carries out military assistance. 

Often, however, the problems run deeper, and the United States must recognize that the game 

is simply not worth the candle. 
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US military aid is a colonialist undertaking. 

Karlin, Mara. “Why Military Assistance Programs Disappoint.” Brookings Institute. December, 
2017. Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.brookings.edu/articles/why-military-
assistance-programs-disappoint/>. 

To be sure, increasing U.S. involvement in the details of a foreign country’s military is rife with 

colonial undertones and therefore might be difficult to digest. To minimize pushback, U.S. 

officials should watch how they communicate and avoid creating the perception that they are 

bullying those they seek to assist. That said, it would be foolish not to acknowledge the reality 

of the relationship between the United States and its partners: as the provider of often 

irreplaceable military assistance, Washington has more influence than it may realize. Recent 

efforts to condition military aid to Pakistan on the country’s cracking down on the militants 

within its borders, for example, are a good first step. 
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Military aid increases the use of private contractors in military 

abroad. 

, UNESCO. “Education Can Suffer When Line Between Security And Development Is Blurred, 
UNESCO Report Warns.” UNESCO Press Release. February 29, 2000. Web. December 09, 
2018. <http://www.unesco.org/new/fileadmin/MULTIMEDIA/HQ/ED/pdf/gmr2011-
press-release-militarization.pdf>. 

Private military and security contractors. One US company, DynCorp, has contracts ranging 

from training Afghan police and army personnel to relief work in Pakistan. But as the report 

found, “Having unarmed development project managers, some of whom may be involved in 

school construction, and heavily armed security operatives under the same company brand 

could reinforce a perception that aid is part of a wider military strategy.” Insurgent groups, it 

added, will certainly not differentiate. 
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Aid has become a discussion of security in the post 9/11 era. 

Brown, Stephen. “The Securitization Of Foreign Aid: Trends, Explanations And Prospects.” 
Palgrave Macmillan. 2016. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.researchgate.net/publication/299993650_The_Securitization_of_Foreign
_Aid_Trends_Explanations_and_Prospects>. 

The terrorist attacks on the US in 2001 precipitated a new era of securitization of foreign aid. To 

differing extents, all of the country cases in this volume have increasingly linked their aid 

budgets with security concerns since then, albeit unevenly. Our goal has been to develop an 

enhanced understanding of this trend. However, as the contributors have individually and 

collectively demonstrated, nuance and context-specificity are vital. Even for a single donor 

government, generalizations can be difficult to make across institutions and programs. 

Moreover, because of the variations between the cases, not all of our findings apply equally to 

all of them. Though we cannot offer facile assessments or easy answers, we hope to provide 

the reader with a broader perspective and heightened appreciation of the issues. Our 

exploration of the securitization of foreign aid has eschewed a normative perspective, whereby 

all security considerations in aid discussions are censured. An honest examination of certain 

aspects of security, namely those subsumed under the concept of human security – and its 

principles of freedom from want and fear – and particularly the overhaul and restoration of 

armed forces, police forces and judicial systems of states previously in conflict, proves that 

these can be laudable, legitimate and (at times) even successful endeavors. Even so, as the 

chapters in this volume show, one should not ignore warnings from Cassandras and Chicken 

Littles: In the name of security, donors have indeed massively directed resources away from 

poverty reduction efforts. They have sacrificed development goals at the altar of security, often 

without concomitant benefits in the latter area. 
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Securitization of aid is on the rise. 

Brown, Stephen. “The Securitization Of Foreign Aid: Trends, Explanations And Prospects.” 
Palgrave Macmillan. 2016. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.researchgate.net/publication/299993650_The_Securitization_of_Foreign
_Aid_Trends_Explanations_and_Prospects>. 

All five countries examined in this volume and the EU have experienced securitization of their 

foreign aid, but to different degrees and in different forms. The highest level of securitization 

can be found in US foreign aid – and not just since the end of the Cold War or in the immediate 

aftermath of 9/11, but even more so since then. Of the countries examined here, the US has 

given the largest role to military actors. Japan and especially France also retain a strong degree 

of self-interest in the way their aid programs address conflict and security. The securitization of 

Canadian aid was less generalized than in other donor countries, affecting above all aid to 

Afghanistan and to a lesser extent Haiti, Sudan and Iraq, but not its aid programs more 

generally. The UK and especially the EU have resisted parts of the securitization process. 

Though the UK’s development agenda has integrated security concerns, it has managed to 

retain a focus on the interests of poor people in developing countries, rather than narrowly 

defined self-interest. The EU, in part because of its composition of member-states and 

bureaucratic complexity, has been less able (or desirous) to integrate its development activities 

with its security concerns. 
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Fragile states discourse is a product of the securitization of aid. 

Brown, Stephen. “The Securitization Of Foreign Aid: Trends, Explanations And Prospects.” 
Palgrave Macmillan. 2016. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.researchgate.net/publication/299993650_The_Securitization_of_Foreign
_Aid_Trends_Explanations_and_Prospects>. 

By far the most common term to emerge as part of the securitization process is ‘fragile states’. 

In fact, all of this volume’s country cases have embraced the concept of fragile states, with 

some terminological and semantic variations. The fragile states discourse is inextricably linked 

with the post-9/11 securitization of foreign aid, helping shift discourse away from an ethically 

based, poverty-focused altruistic practice towards a more self-interested national or 

international security-based rationale (a role Pratt [1999] attributes to the earlier concept of 

human security). Poor countries were not (just) a problem in and of themselves, they were 

reconceptualized as threats to donor countries and the international system more generally. 

Often conflated with failed or collapsed states, fragile states were presented by Northern 

actors’ discourse as breeding grounds for terrorism, crime syndicates, diseases and other 

problems that could boomerang to affect industrialized countries directly. Deep flaws relating 

to these concepts and the assumptions that underlie them have been documented elsewhere 

(for instance, Call 2008; Call 2011; Nay 2013). What imports here is that all donor countries 

examined herein adopted the term and that it played a role in formulating and/or justifying 

their policy. 
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Securitization and aid are connected, the impact of the war on terror 

means aid is given with political motives. 

Brown, Stephen. “The Securitization Of Foreign Aid: Trends, Explanations And Prospects.” 
Palgrave Macmillan. 2016. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.researchgate.net/publication/299993650_The_Securitization_of_Foreign
_Aid_Trends_Explanations_and_Prospects>. 

Securitization has significantly changed the distribution of aid. It has drastically 

increased aid flows to countries central to the War on Terror (Afghanistan, Iraq, Pakistan), along 

with some conflict-affected countries that pose less risk to Western countries (Democratic 

Republic of Congo, Haiti). It has also increased ODA spending in the conflict and security sector. 

Because securitization occurred at a time of growing aid budgets, impact on other countries 

and sectors (i.e., a reduction in spending) appears minimal. Still, inasmuch as growing aid 

budgets were not justified solely for security reasons, it ostensibly did divert potential 

additional resources away from those other countries and sectors. 
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The use of military aid in unstable regions is a form of threat 

construction. 

Karlin, Mara. “Why Military Assistance Programs Disappoint.” Brookings Institute. December, 
2017. Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.brookings.edu/articles/why-military-
assistance-programs-disappoint/>. 

The logic behind this approach is simple. Fragile states jeopardize U.S. interests, but large-scale 

interventions are costly and unpopular. By outsourcing regional security in places where U.S. 

interests are not immediately threatened, Washington can promote stability without 

shouldering most of the burden itself. And heading off threats before they metastasize means 

that the United States can keep its eye on more sophisticated rivals such as China and Russia. 
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US military aid is a tool of coercion. 

Gompart, David. “The Power To Coerce.” RAND Corporation. 2016. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/research_reports/RR1000/RR1000/RA
ND_RR1000.pdf>. 

Coercive power, as well as statecraft employing it, may include economic sanctions, 

punitive political measures, cyber operations, covert intelligence operations, military aid, 

propaganda, the constriction or manipulation of trade, the interdiction of goods and people, 

and support for political opposition, among other measures. These instruments have in 

common the potential to bend the policies, break the will, or loosen the hold on power of 

states at the receiving end. While definitely unsoft, coercive power does not physically impose 

compliance with U.S. aims. Because the adversary is left to choose, the outcome is not ensured. 

Success depends on how capable the coercer is and how vulnerable its target is. The United 

States is increasingly capable of using certain instruments of coercion, even as its need to use 

them grows. The vulnerability of U.S. adversaries is quite varied, as we will see. 
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NEG: Terror DA 

This argument is centered around authoritarian governments counter-terrorism efforts. 

Russia and China both have taken strong stances and measures against terrorism that many 

have associated strongly with their form of government. This disad focuses on the effectiveness 

of those types of efforts. It argues that if the United States stops giving military aid to 

governments that are authoritarian, it will encourage terrorism.  

Terrorism is a classic impact in the most policy focused debates, however I think that 

this could definitely be used in more traditional debate. You could read a lot of the link cards on 

the affirmative case as a reason why they don’t help people in need in other countries and 

undermine national security. Debaters are always worried about getting a parent/lay judge but 

I think a terrorism argument like this could be a smart play.  

 In terms of answering this disad, there are link answers both in the form of link 

turns as well as link defense. An argument that is not carded but a smart analytic to make 

would be that ending military aid does not necessarily mean that all counter-terrorism 

operations would be done. The aff is really focused on getting rid of things like arm sales or 

military bases but less of temporary operations. It could be a T question but I think it could be a 

smart way to at least get the neg thinking on their toes. The other problem with terrorism is 

that since it is such a classic impact, there are so many other internal links and alt causes, which 

you should definitely point out.  
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The affirmative undermines core cooperation over counter-terrorism. 

Fücks, Ralf. “Dealing With Authoritarian Regimes: Challenges For A Value-based Foreign 
Policy.”. November 16, 2015. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://us.boell.org/2015/11/16/dealing-authoritarian-regimes-challenges-value-
based-foreign-policy>. 

When dealing with authoritarian regimes, striking compromise is unavoidable. Strict non-

cooperation is not an option, if only for the many common problems and interests we face: 

Climate change, international trade, a stable financial system, the refugee crisis, non-

proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD), fighting international terrorism - on all of 

these questions we need to find common ground with authoritarian regimes. We therefore 

need to find a way to enable cooperation while refusing to simply accept arbitrary rule and 

repression. That starts by calling a spade a spade, rather than branding authoritarian rulers as 

spotless democrats (“lupenreiner Demokrat” refers to a term former German Chancellor 

Gerhard Schröder once called Vladimir Putin). We need to openly criticize rigged elections, 

arbitrary rule and grave human rights violations. The extent to which we offer support to critical 

intellectuals, independent media and civil society in authoritarian states serves as an important 

yardstick. This includes defending the work of international foundations and NGOs in those 

countries. Political and economic sanctions designed to inflict costs for grave violations of 

international law are foreign policy tools of last resort. 
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Authoritarian regimes are effective in counter-terrorism including 

winning hearts and minds. 

Ucko, David. “REGIMES AND REVOLT: AUTHORITARIAN WAYS OF COUNTERINSURGENCY.” War 
on The Rocks. January 20, 2016. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://warontherocks.com/2016/01/regimes-and-revolt-authoritarian-ways-of-
counterinsurgency/>. 

To be effective, hearts-and-minds activities must speak to the political grievances that 

produced the insurgency. On this point, authoritarian governments often miss this mark. In 

Chechnya, Russia has of late boosted investment and engaged in significant reconstruction, but 

the underlying nationalist sentiment has gone unaddressed, and economic progress — 

precarious and limited to Grozny — has also proceeded alongside continued repression and 

state violence. Similarly, China’s infrastructural projects to modernize and integrate Xinjiang’s 

economy have succeeded in creating a modest Uyghur middle class, but they have left the 

status of the province unchanged and its ethnic hierarchy intact. The drive to modernize is 

benefiting the growing (imported) ethnic Han population more than the Uyghurs, whose 

grievances about subordination and second-class status are largely reinforced. It should be said 

that if authoritarian governments struggle with hearts-and-minds programs, so do liberal 

democracies. Yet authoritarian regimes typically operate with an added challenge, namely that 

of co-opting relevant populations against the backdrop of an unapologetically repressive 

political order. Some authoritarian states have turned this disadvantage on its head, and used 

the trappings of the police state to achieve an effect similar to the winning of hearts and minds, 

but without conceding political space. These states use their presence as the grassroots level to 

interpose themselves in every local transaction, to provide public goods, and generally make 

themselves indispensable to public life, while also monitoring and repressing the same 

population as deemed necessary. The system, by providing sticks and carrots, establishes 

predictability, stability, and over time even something resembling legitimacy. The Karimov 

regime in Uzbekistan has survived by co-opting local-level social institutions and establishing 

state-driven welfare programs that provide for the community but also monitor it aggressively. 

In Xinjiang, too, the state has put in place what Martin Wayne calls “society-centric warfare”: It 
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has politicized education, reformed curricula, posited Mandarin as the language of upward 

mobility, and overtaken local religious organizations, all to ensure conformism and compliance. 

Grievances remain, but the factors are in place to create a long-term, involuntary disassociation 

from insurgency and assimilation within the Chinese state. The question, of course, is can it 

last? 
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Democracies foster rebellions and terrorism. 

San-Akca, Belgin. “Democracy And Vulnerability: An Exploitation Theory Of Democracies By 
Terrorists.” Journal of Conflict Resolution. 2014. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<https://www.jstor.org/stable/24545623?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents>. 

The empirical analysis reveals that democracy influences terrorism through a channel that is yet 

to be explored. Democracies often find themselves to be ‘‘passive supporters’’ of rebel groups 

committing acts of terrorism because the liberties and freedoms inherent in democracies 

create a convenient environment for opportunistic actors to exploit. The empirical findings 

provide further support for the facilitating effect of democracy on terrorism, yet in a different 

context and through a previously unexplored causal mechanism. Terrorism is just one of the 

many tactics employed by rebels that try to achieve concessions from a government; it is most 

definitely not a tool reserved for only the use of broad transnational networks, such as Al-

Qaeda. Examining the interaction between states that are potential supporters and those that 

are targeted by terrorism improves our understanding of the role of interstate relations in 

terrorism. The preceding findings reveal the conditions under which potential supporters 

transform into actual supporters for terrorism and suggest the following: Democracies are less 

likely to create direct channels of support for terrorism. This has implications for promoting 

democracy as a means to fight terrorism in the long run and compliments the work of Abrahms 

(2007) and Piazza (2007). Democratic states cannot avoid exploitation by rebel groups because 

of inherent freedoms and liberties existing in democracies. This holds true even after we 

control for various other significant factors, such as press freedom, whether a rebel group fights 

an external adversary and shares some ethnic and religious ties with the majority group in the 

potential supporter state that may motivate states to support a rebel group. 
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The best empirics go neg--democracies increase the risk of terror 

attacks--autocracies solve. 

Gelpi, Christopher. “Democracies At Risk? A Forecasting Analysis Of Regime Type And The Risk 
Of Terrorist Attack.” Conflict Management and Peace Science. 2015. Web. December 10, 
2018. <https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/0738894215608998>. 

Surveying the entirety of the immense literature on transnational terrorism is beyond the scope 

of this paper. Our focus is primarily on the literature evaluating the impact of democratic 

institutions on the incidence of transnational terrorist attacks. An expansive body of work has 

emerged around whether democracy is positively or negatively linked to terrorism. The 

democratic vulnerability argument can be traced back to Crenshaw (1981) and maintains that 

democracies have certain features that increase the risk of terrorism. Eubank and Weinberg 

(1994, 1998, 2001) seized on this finding to initially posit that democracies witness more groups 

proliferating on their soil and in their subsequent work conclude that terrorist events are more 

likely in democratic and free societies. Within this line of argumentation, Crenshaw (1981) 

surmises that democracies lack the coercive tools to prevent or retaliate against political terror. 

In a similar vein, Schmid (1992) puts forward the strategic argument that democracies decrease 

the price of illegal activities—and by extension terrorist violence— as a result of their 

commitment to civil liberties. A rich stream of literature has continued along these lines to hold 

that democracies provide a facilitating environment for terrorist groups to operate in insofar as 

opportunities for free assembly aid terrorist organizations’ mobilization efforts (Crenshaw, 

1981; Chenoweth, 2010). In addition, democratic institutions hamper counterterrorism efforts 

to the degree that constraints upon governments inhibit draconian policies to curb terrorism 

(Li, 2005). Furthermore, multiple veto players produce policy gridlock and delayed response 

time to attacks, again feeding into the permissive environment (Young and Dugan, 2011). The 

politically competitive environment of democracies encourages dissatisfied groups to resort to 

extreme measures to get their demands across to the government (Chenoweth, 2010; Danzell, 

2011). This dynamic can lure foreign groups to stage attacks on democratic targets’ soil to draw 

international attention to their cause. Additionally, democracies constitute soft targets for 
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terrorism owing to low tolerance for casualties (Pape, 2003, 2006).3 In sum, while pointing to 

different mechanisms, the majority of studies expect democracy to increase the risk of 

terrorism. 
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Nuclear terrorism is a high risk. 

Beckman, Milo. “We’re Edging Closer To Nuclear War.”. May 15, 2017. Web. December 10, 
2018. <https://fivethirtyeight.com/features/were-edging-closer-to-nuclear-war/>. 

The nuclear football — a black briefcase containing an illustrated menu of doomsday scenarios 

— follows President Trump everywhere he goes. Like every U.S. commander-in-chief since John 

F. Kennedy, Trump has the sole authority to empty the American nuclear arsenal on any target, 

at any time, for any reason. James Mattis, his secretary of defense, must authenticate the order 

before it reaches the Pentagon, but should Mattis refuse to do so in an attempt to prevent 

missiles from launching, Trump can simply fire him on the spot and replace him with someone 

who will carry the order out. “There is no procedural or institutional mechanism that can stop a 

president from giving an order to use nuclear weapons,” said Stephen Schwartz, editor and co-

author of “Atomic Audit: The Costs and Consequences of U.S. Nuclear Weapons Since 1940.” 

You can exhale, though: Most nuclear security experts I spoke to are not particularly worried by 

this aspect of the Trump presidency. They said that the risk of civilian-targeted nuclear weapon 

use has ticked up since 2015, but the causal pathway is a bit subtler than itchy fingers on the 

metaphorical red button. “I don’t know how this plays out,” said Rachel Bronson, executive 

director and publisher of the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists. “But he’s moving us into a much 

more uncertain time.” The trouble is, nuclear risks are hard to measure quantitatively. The 

small sample size (two bombs dropped, ever) and rapidly changing technological and diplomatic 

contexts don’t exactly lend themselves to simple mathematical modeling. While such models 

do exist, they are “mainly an exercise in structuring one’s thinking, not something that would 

provide a ‘right’ answer,” according to Matthew Bunn, a professor at the Harvard Kennedy 

School. But just because we can’t model our way to an exact answer doesn’t mean we should 

throw up our hands and move on. Since so many lives are at stake, even a tiny increase in the 

probability that nuclear weapons will be used is a really big deal, and that remains true even if 

our best predictions are somewhat imprecise. Academics and diplomats who spend their 

careers studying nuclear weapons have a pretty good conception of the nature and magnitude 

of the risks — their back-of-the-envelope estimates are as good an answer as we have. And 
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while some experts disagreed on the details, everyone I spoke to painted the same general 

picture. In short, a nuclear strike on a civilian target could realistically happen in one of two 

ways: Either tensions between two nuclear states rise to the point where a single 

miscommunication or technical failure could trigger a launch; or, a terrorist organization could 

acquire nuclear weapons capabilities. So how likely is either scenario? State use of nuclear 

weapons is more likely than you think On the state side, there are a number of ongoing 

conflicts that could, in theory, go nuclear at any time. “Increasingly, some regional powers are 

relying on nuclear weapons for their day-to-day security against conventional conflict,” said 

Vipin Narang, author of “Nuclear Strategies in the Modern Era.” “If they think that a 

conventional invasion is coming — whether it is or not — they may be worried that the nuclear 

forces that they rely on for their survival might be threatened … there may be what’s 

sometimes called a ‘use it or lose it’ situation.” The conflict that topped experts’ list of clashes 

to be concerned about is India-Pakistan. Both states have developed nuclear weapons outside 

the jurisdiction of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, both states have limited capabilities, which may 

incentivize early use, and both states — though their public doctrines are intentionally 

ambiguous — are known to have contingency plans involving nuclear first strikes against 

military targets. Then there’s North Korea, whose recent missile tests have brought renewed 

attention to the state’s nuclear weapons program, which has spurred international trade 

sanctions. The Korean War never officially ended, so North Korea is still technically facing the 

threat of a U.S.-backed South Korea, and nuclear weapons remain central to North Korea’s 

national defense strategy. Some experts believe that the seemingly erratic behavior of the Kim 

regime is in fact strategic: If you’re handcuffed to your adversary on top of a cliff, dancing 

erratically near the edge is a smart way to extract concessions. Beyond these two clear danger 

zones, several experts cited U.S.-Russia or Iran-Israel as distant third-place threats to go 

nuclear, with one suggesting that U.S.-China could heat up in coming years as the situation in 

the South China Sea develops. In any of these active conflicts, we shouldn’t necessarily expect 

that fear of mutually assured destruction will save the day. We can’t say with any confidence 

how likely a nuclear conflict is because we don’t know what a total war between two nuclear 

states would look like — we’ve never had one. “You’d like to hope if there was some sort of 
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conflict started, it would remain limited and conventional until people could tamp it down,” 

said David Wright, co-director of the global security program at the Union of Concerned 

Scientists. “But you can certainly imagine ways it would start to get out of control.” Nuclear 

terrorism is plausible, but difficult to pull off Similarly, just because there’s never been a nuclear 

terrorist attack doesn’t mean that it will never happen. In theory, if a non-state actor got ahold 

of enough fissile material — the active ingredient in nuclear weapons — it would be relatively 

easy for them to assemble and detonate a bomb, according to Robert Rosner, former chief 

scientist and laboratory director at Argonne National Laboratory. “You’d need some physicists 

who know what they’re doing,” Rosner said. “But based on what’s available in the public 

literature, you could go ahead and make a uranium bomb.”1 Detection and prevention at this 

point would be very difficult, Rosner says — a weapon could be assembled in a garage and 

smuggled in a standard box truck. Fortunately, fissile material is hard to come by. The processes 

used by states to develop fissile material — a diffusion plant or farm of specialized centrifuges 

for enriched uranium, a specialized reactor for plutonium-239 — would be prohibitively 

expensive for a non-state actor. Plus, due to their size (dozens of acres), these facilities are 

highly conspicuous and would likely be identified and destroyed before a terrorist cell could 

refine enough material to pose a threat. A terrorist with nuclear ambitions, then, would have to 

acquire existing fissile material from one of the nine nuclear states, which could happen in one 

of two ways. First, there’s open theft, either of fissile material or of a fully assembled weapon. 

This would likely require a firefight, according to Rosner — nuclear facilities have armed 

guards2 — which would alert authorities to the presence of a threat. Second, which is the 

likelier possibility according to several of the experts I talked to, is through the assistance of an 

insider: A double agent with terrorist sympathies could infiltrate a state’s nuclear apparatus 

and simply deliver a weapon to a non-state actor. On both counts, Pakistan again emerged as 

the consensus pick for the No. 1 cause for concern, largely due to its instability. “If the Pakistani 

state does collapse, it probably wouldn’t collapse in one big bang, but slowly become more and 

more dysfunctional,” said Ramamurti Rajaraman, professor emeritus of physics at Jawaharlal 

Nehru University. “If the dysfunctionality also happens in the nuclear weapons security 

apparatus of Pakistan … that I see as the biggest danger.” Finally, an act of nuclear terrorism 
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would require the existence of a non-state actor that had both the organizational sophistication 

and the military ambition to entertain the prospect of nuclear violence. “I would say at the 

moment Al Qaeda and its various branches and ISIS are the main terrorist groups where … it’s 

at least within the realm of the plausible that they’d be able to do this,” said Bunn. “Compared 

to 2015, I’m at least modestly less worried about the Islamic State, in that they seem to have 

turned to very unsophisticated attacks … and are under huge pressure militarily.” 
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Democracy reduces the costs of terrorist activity. 

Chenoweth, Erica. “The Inadvertent Effects Of Democracy On Terrorist Group Emergence.” 
BCSIA Discussion Paper. November, 2006. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<https://www.belfercenter.org/sites/default/files/legacy/files/chenoweth_2006_06.pdf
>. 

The second argument expects the opposite that democracy will encourage terrorism. First, Ted 

Robert Gurr argues that terrorism in democracies occurs in the context of a wider violent 

conflict.7 Ostensibly democratic transitions are particularly vulnerable events, as the fragile 

country attempts to overcome the potential backlash of internal and external actors opposing 

the transition or its implications. Indeed, some scholars have found that new democracies are 

particularly prone to internal conflict.8 Furthermore, most scholars in this camp have suggested 

that democracy provides a permissive environment for terrorist growth because of the 

necessity to adhere to certain civil liberties.9 This perspective is in line with the political 

opportunity literature prevalent in sociology.10 Democratic guarantees such as freedom of 

assembly reduce the costs of conducting terrorist activities. Moreover, legal systems are less 

able to quickly pursue and prosecute potential terrorists because of the constraints placed on 

them by civil rights. Political leaders in the United States, for instance, have expressed 

frustration about the constraining effects of civil liberties in conducting the war on terrorism: 

ì[T]he spirited defense of civil liberties is a ‘tactic that aids terrorists…erodes our national 

unity…diminishes our resolve [and] gives ammunition to America’s enemies.’ 

*Ellipsis from source  
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Specifically, democratic freedoms of the press encourage terrorism. 

Chenoweth, Erica. “The Inadvertent Effects Of Democracy On Terrorist Group Emergence.” 
BCSIA Discussion Paper. November, 2006. Web. December 10, 2018. 
<https://www.belfercenter.org/sites/default/files/legacy/files/chenoweth_2006_06.pdf
>. 

Moreover, the specific civil liberty of press freedom may also increase terrorism through 

two distinct processes. First, and most bothersome to researchers, is the problem of reporting 

bias across different regime types. Autocracies have less incentive to report the existence of 

oppositional groups or oppositional violence, and therefore restrict the material printed by 

their media. In a democracy, however, the media has an incentive to report not only 

transparently, but also sensationally.12 Furthermore, the democratic government places fewer 

restrictions on media content.13 Therefore, terrorist incidents are less likely to be reported in 

autocratic countries than in democracies. Reporting bias, then, may lead researchers to the 

erroneous conclusion that civil liberties actually contribute to terrorist violence in the long run. 

Press freedom may have an additional positive causal effect on terrorism. Without media 

coverage, terrorist groups are essentially obsolete. Widespread fear and panic are fundamental 

elements of terrorist strategy. In fact, Margaret Thatcher called the press the ‘oxygen’ for 

terrorists.14 Because free press exists in most democracies, terrorists have increased incentives 

to grow in, move to, and conduct their violence within such countries. Sensational media 

coverage also serves the terrorists in their recruiting, teaching, and training techniques. The 

press, therefore, is inadvertently complicit in fulfilling terrorists objectives. 
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Military aid and cooperation on counterterrorism undermines US 

leverage to reform regimes. 

Finer, Jon. “The Long Shadow Of 9/11: How Counterterrorism Warps U.S. Foreign Policy.” CFR. 
July 01, 2018. Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.cfr.org/article/long-shadow-911-
how-counterterrorism-warps-us-foreign-policy>. 

But it’s not just American politics that suffers from an overemphasis on counterterrorism; the 

country’s policies do, too. An administration can do more than one thing at once, but it can’t 

prioritize everything at the same time. The time spent by senior officials and the resources 

invested by the government in finding, chasing, and killing terrorists invariably come at the 

expense of other tasks: for example, addressing the challenges of a rising China, a nuclear North 

Korea, and a resurgent Russia. The United States’ counterterrorism posture also affects how 

Washington deals with other governments—and how other governments deal with it. When 

Washington works directly with other governments in fighting terrorists or seeks their approval 

for launching drone strikes, it inevitably has to adjust aspects of its policies. Washington’s 

willingness and ability to criticize or pressure the governments of Egypt, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, 

and Turkey, among others, is hindered by the fact that the United States depends on them to 

take action against terrorist groups or to allow U.S. forces to use their territory to do so. More 

broadly, leaders in such countries have learned that in order to extract concessions from 

American policymakers, it helps to raise the prospect of opening up (or shutting down) U.S. 

military bases or granting (or withdrawing) the right to use their airspace. And they have 

learned that in order to nudge the United States to get involved in their own battles with local 

insurgents, it helps to cater to Washington’s concerns by painting such groups (rightly or 

wrongly) as internationally minded jihadists. The United States also risks guilt by association 

when its counterterrorism partners ignore the laws of armed conflict or lack the capacity for 

precision targeting. And other governments have become quick to cite Washington’s fight 

against its enemies to justify their own more brutal tactics and more blatant violations of 

international law. It is seldom easy for U.S. officials to press other governments to moderate 

their policies, restrain their militaries, or consider the unintended consequences of repression. 
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But it is infinitely harder when those other states can justify their actions by pointing to 

Washington’s own practices—even when the comparison is inaccurate or unfair. 
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Military aid focused on counterterrorism allows for gross human 

rights violations and undermines democracy. 

Finer, Jon. “The Long Shadow Of 9/11: How Counterterrorism Warps U.S. Foreign Policy.” CFR. 
July 01, 2018. Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.cfr.org/article/long-shadow-911-
how-counterterrorism-warps-us-foreign-policy>. 

That policy distortion has produced an unhealthy tendency among policymakers to formulate 

their arguments in counterterrorism terms, thereby downplaying or suppressing other serious 

issues. Officials quickly learn that they stand a better chance of being heard and carrying the 

day if they can argue that their ideas offer the most effective way to defeat terrorists. The 

Obama administration produced several examples of that dynamic. Officials held different 

views about how closely to work with Egyptian President Abdel Fattah el-Sisi, who took power 

in a coup in 2013, and whether to condition U.S. assistance to Egypt on political reforms. In 

essence, the debate pitted those who believed that the United States could not endorse, let 

alone bankroll, the Sisi regime’s authoritarian practices against those who argued that relations 

with Egypt mattered too much to risk alienating its leader. This debate raised difficult questions 

about the utility of U.S. military aid and the effectiveness of making it conditional, about the 

importance of Egypt and the Middle East to Washington’s security posture, and about the 

priority that U.S. policymakers ought to place on American values when formulating foreign 

policy. Yet policymakers often chose to frame the debate in different terms: those in the first 

camp insisted that Sisi’s disregard for human rights would produce more terrorists than he 

could kill, whereas those in the second camp highlighted the need to work with Sisi against 

already existing terrorists in the Sinai Peninsula. In 2014, a similar pattern emerged when it 

came to policy discussions about the civil war in Syria. Once again, senior officials faced a 

situation that tested their core assumptions and values: on the one hand, the conviction that 

the United States had a moral responsibility to intervene to halt mass atrocities, and on the 

other, a fear that U.S. forces would get bogged down in yet another military adventure in the 

Middle East. But in front of the president, officials regularly spoke a different language. Those 

who felt that Washington should try to topple Syrian President Bashar al-Assad asserted that he 
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was a “magnet” for terrorist groups that could be eliminated only through Assad’s removal. 

Meanwhile, officials who opposed intervention argued that the conflict itself was generating 

the vacuum that resulted in ISIS’ rise and that the goal therefore ought to be to de-escalate it; 

they also pointed out that many of the opposition groups asking for U.S. support had ties to al 

Qaeda. But those examples and the often highly defensible decisions they produced are less 

important than the larger pattern they reflect. When officials package every argument as a 

variation on a single theme—how to more effectively combat terrorists—they are likely to 

downplay broader questions that they ought to squarely confront regarding the United States’ 

role in the world, the country’s responsibility to intervene (or not) on humanitarian grounds, 

and the relative importance of defending human rights or democracy. 
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Democracy is critical to counterterrorism. 

Gershman, Carl. “COMBATTING TERRORISM: NATIONAL, REGIONAL, AND GLOBAL LESSONS FOR 
THE NEXT DECADE AND BEYOND.” National Endowment for Democracy. May 04, 2018. 
Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.ned.org/combatting-terrorism-national-
regional-and-global-lessons-for-the-next-decade-and-beyond/>. 

The National Endowment for Democracy, that I run, publishes the Journal of Democracy which 

in January 2018 ran an article by Amichai Magen challenging this assumption that democracy’s 

openness makes it vulnerable to terrorism. Magen is an Israeli political scientist at the 

International Institute for Counter-Terrorism in Herzliya. His article entitled “Fighting Terrorism: 

The Democracy Advantage,” used data from the Global Terrorism Database to show that over 

the past decade, higher-quality liberal democracies have experienced fewer terrorist attacks 

than all other regime types, and that there have also been fewer fatalities connected with these 

attacks. He calls this the “democracy advantage.” I think that Assistant Secretary Roberts 

touched on this when he talked about the resilience of our societies and the readiness of our 

forces. These are the reasons given by Magen to explain the so- called “Democracy Advantage.” 

Political openness, according to Magen, and the protection of civil liberties allow grievances to 

be peacefully and publicly expressed and redressed. Responsiveness to citizens’ desire for 

physical safety also generates higher rates of life-saving investments in intelligence, 

infrastructure protection, first responders, social resilience, and specialized medical care. These 

measures reduce incidences of terrorist assaults and make them less deadly when they occur. 

Magen goes so far in his article to say that against the background of a surge in global 

terrorism, “…a consolidated, high-quality democracy is increasingly proving to be the best 

counter-terrorism organization known to humanity.” That’s quite a remarkable statement. 
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Democracies undermine terrorism--autocracies breed them--stats 

prove. 

Gershman, Carl. “COMBATTING TERRORISM: NATIONAL, REGIONAL, AND GLOBAL LESSONS FOR 
THE NEXT DECADE AND BEYOND.” National Endowment for Democracy. May 04, 2018. 
Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.ned.org/combatting-terrorism-national-
regional-and-global-lessons-for-the-next-decade-and-beyond/>. 

Magen cites the work of the economist Alberto Abadie who believes that the incidence of 

terrorism is explained more by the level of political freedom than poverty. In an essay in 2006 in 

the American Economic Review, Abadie wrote that the relationship of regime type to terrorism 

takes the form of an inverted U because “countries with intermediate levels of political 

freedom [are] more prone to terrorism than countries with high levels of political freedom or 

countries with highly authoritarian regimes.” The reasoning is that intermediate regimes, such 

as electoral and minimalist democracies, are the most vulnerable because they lack what 

Magen calls “the grievance-assuaging and cooptation capacity” of liberal democracies” as well 

as “the brutal, no-holds barred crackdown abilities of hardened autocracies.” But statistics that 

Magen cites from the GTD over the 2002-2016 period do not back up this thesis. They do show 

that higher quality democracies were less prone to terrorist attacks than all other regime types, 

and that intermediate regimes showed a far higher rate of increase in such attacks. Yet the 

greatest absolute rise in the number of terrorist attacks occurred in the more repressive 

regimes that the survey calls “multiparty autocracies” and “closed autocracies.” The multiparty 

dictatorships were more vulnerable, according to Magen, because they “provide greater 

political space within which terrorists and their ideological and financial supporters can 

organize and mobilize, yet lack the avenues for meaningful political access and expression that 

even bare-bones democracies have. Whatever opportunities for political contestation do exist 

in multiparty autocracies amount to a sham, and are therefore ineffective in assuaging 

grievances and countering extremists’ claims to legitimacy.” Significantly, the GTD data also 

show that the greatest percentage increase in terrorist attacks occurred in closed autocracies, 

the most illiberal and repressive category in the survey. This seems to be for two reasons, 

according to Magen. First, advanced communications technologies have made it easier for 
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terrorists to generate and exploit strategic opportunities that exist in closed systems. And 

second, smartphones and social media have made it more difficult for autocratic regimes to 

hide terrorist incidents and have thus undermined the illusion inherited from an earlier time 

that dictatorships are less vulnerable to terrorism. 
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Egypt proves that autocracies aren’t well equipped to fight terrorism. 

Gershman, Carl. “COMBATTING TERRORISM: NATIONAL, REGIONAL, AND GLOBAL LESSONS FOR 
THE NEXT DECADE AND BEYOND.” National Endowment for Democracy. May 04, 2018. 
Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.ned.org/combatting-terrorism-national-
regional-and-global-lessons-for-the-next-decade-and-beyond/>. 

Egypt is an example of an authoritarian regime that is failing in its efforts to counter terrorism. 

An article last February in The Washington Post by two Egyptian-American human rights 

activists – one of them Aya Hijazi who became famous when President Trump intervened to 

secure her release from prison in Egypt – notes that: Sisi’s counterterrorism policies, which 

serve as an important justification of his dictatorship, have created a fertile ground for 

radicalization. The authors of this article witnessed this firsthand during the collective 60 

months we spent in prison between 2013 and 2017. We watched the process of radicalization 

unfold as recruiters for the Islamic State, while jailed themselves, appealed to innocent young 

prisoners who were facing unjust detainment, harsh sentences, and inhumane conditions. Sisi’s 

heavy-handed crackdown has thus actually contributed to an increased Islamic State presence 

in Egypt. A study by the Tahrir Institute for Middle East Policy has found that over Sisi’s time in 

office, despite extensive military and police operations, terror groups are becoming more 

established and attacks still continuing regularly. Not least, in a recently published article, an 

Egyptian judge criticizes the harmful effect of the emergency law now in effect in Egypt. “All 

doors,” he writes, “are closed before any opposition and political activism. This is, indeed, a 

primary factor for the increasing rates of violence and extremism.” Because security forces in 

Egypt are focused on preserving the regime, they target nonviolent political opponents as much 

as or perhaps even more than militant groups. This means that civil society and dissenting 

political groups don’t have the space to operate, expand their influence, and develop politically 

and organizationally. Thus, if and when another political opening comes, as it did in 2011, the 

democrats committed to nonviolence won’t be organized and ready to compete politically. As a 

result, there will be the same kind of destructive polarization that existed after the Tahrir 

Square uprising between the Islamists and the autocrats. 
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Russian is an example of how cooperation with authoritarian regimes 

causes power grabs and expansion. 

Berman, Ilan. “How The Kremlin Exploits Counterterrorism.”. June 20, 2018. Web. December 
09, 2018. <https://nationalinterest.org/blog/the-buzz/how-the-kremlin-exploits-
counterterrorism-26347>. 

Just how effective is the Kremlin’s counterterrorism strategy? Russia’s leaders have long 

extolled the proactive measures taken by the country’s assorted security services to keep its 

citizens safe from extremist elements, and periodic skirmishes between police and Islamic 

radicals continue to take place throughout the Federation. But the actual impact of Russia’s 

anti-terror efforts remains largely unverified. That’s the conclusion of a recent expose from 

Novaya Gazeta, one of Russia’s last remaining independent newspapers. According to the 

study, while Russia’s numerous and overlapping security agencies “regularly report” on the 

effectiveness of the measures taken by their departments, “it is not possible to verify all this 

information for the most part.” That is because, “with rare exceptions,” the names of those 

who either attempt or actually commit terrorist acts are withheld from the public. Similarly, 

“with few exceptions, nothing is known about the trials of the defendants … or about the 

sentences passed.” The result is that the true state of Russia’s security environment is 

opaque—and the Kremlin’s depiction of it deeply unreliable. As the Novaya Gazeta study notes, 

between November 2015 and November 2017, Russia’s primary security service, the Federal 

Security Service (know as the FSB), made more than 3,500 public statements about terrorist 

attacks that it had successfully thwarted or extremist actors that it had apprehended. During 

that same period, however, just fourteen arrests and thirteen prosecutions of such culprits 

were carried out—a meager figure that raises serious questions about the veracity of the 

Kremlin’s claims. Yet the study’s findings are also a more fundamental challenge to the 

government of Russian President Vladimir Putin because they undermine the organizing 

principle behind its increasingly draconian control over the country. In recent years, Putin’s 

administration has made extensive efforts to centralize economic, political and military power, 

expanding authoritarianism and the power of the state in the process. Much of this has been 
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done in the name of national security—and, specifically, in the service of counterterrorism and 

combating extremism. Thus, the Putin regime has presided over the creation of a sprawling 

new domestic superagency known as the Rosgvardia, a massive praetorian guard of more than 

three hundred thousand soldiers ostensibly designed to help the Kremlin better fight terrorism 

and organized crime. The banner of counterterrorism has also aided the passage of the so-

called “Yarovaya Packet,” an invasive series of laws which, among other things, expand the 

definition of “extremism” and allow for the criminalization of a highly subjective range of acts, 

as well as an expansion of official oversight over the Internet. The list goes on. Such measures, 

Kremlin officials have insisted, are essential to the Russian government’s efforts to preserve 

and protect the nation. And, up until now, that argument has carried the day. While far from 

popular, the broad array of invasive security measures orchestrated by Putin and company have 

by and large been tolerated by the Russian public, based upon the implicit assumption that, 

although making Russians less free, they will make them safer. But do they? As Novaya Gazeta 

‘s findings suggest, the lack of any real, empirical data surrounding Russia’s counterterrorism 

policy—and the government’s vast exaggeration of the same—casts real doubt on whether the 

Russian state is winning its version of the “war on terror,” as its leaders so earnestly contend. 

What is apparent, however, is that the Kremlin has adroitly managed to harness 

counterterrorism as an excuse to expand its power at the expense of pluralism and personal 

freedoms in Russian society. By those metrics, at least, the Russian government’s anti-terror 

efforts can be considered a resounding success. 

*Ellipsis from source  
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Egypt solidly proves the thesis of the DA is false. 

Kotb, Amr. “Egypt’s Authoritarian Crackdown Hasn’t Helped In The Fight Against Terrorism.”. 
November 04, 2017. Web. December 09, 2018. 
<https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/democracy-post/wp/2017/11/04/egypts-
authoritarian-crackdown-hasnt-helped-in-the-fight-against-
terrorism/?utm_term=.02e4cf8f0e6f>. 

On Friday, Egyptians were startled to hear an announcement from a hitherto unknown terrorist 

group calling itself “Ansar al-Islam.” The group proudly claimed responsibility for a devastating 

attack on security forces that took place two weeks ago in the desert west of Cairo. Sixteen 

policemen were killed. Although little was known about the group that committed the attack or 

the actual number of Egyptian lives lost, one detail was clear. The Egyptian government had 

suffered an embarrassing defeat. The attack was followed by an equally unprecedented 

reshuffle at the top of the security forces. Last weekend came the sacking of Mahmoud Hegazy, 

the armed forces chief of staff. The move was part of a drastic overhaul of the security 

apparatus leadership that including the firing of 11 people, most notably the heads of the 

National Security Agency and the Central Security Forces Special Operations unit. These officials 

were in charge of the Interior Ministry departments whose members had fallen victim to the 

terrorist attack in the Western Desert. Just like his predecessors, President Abdel Fatah al-Sissi 

has sought to address the symptoms of terrorism rather than its causes. Scorched-earth tactics, 

such as the creation of buffer zones, the imposition of emergency law and curfews, and human 

rights violations such as extrajudicial killings and torture have allowed the government to 

exploit the so-called war on terrorism in the interest of cracking down on dissent. This, in turn, 

merely fuels extremist violence in the long term. After the horrific Palm Sunday attacks on two 

Coptic Churches in Alexandria and Tanta in Egypt in April, Sissi declared a state of emergency 

throughout the country. The recently renewed emergency law gives the government the ability 

to take measures against terrorism suspects without permission from a prosecutor and to 

censor the media in the interest of providing security during times of crisis. Even if one were to 

accept the government’s argument that such measures are necessary, this strategy has not 

been effective in fighting terrorism. Since the state of emergency came into force, terrorism in 

Egypt has been on the rise. The death toll of security personnel and civilians has reached at 

least 36 and 32, respectively, in 19 terrorist attacks taking place across the country (excluding 
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North Sinai). In North Sinai alone, where emergency law has been in effect since 2014, the 

death toll of security personnel and civilians in 2017 thus far has been at least 92 and 25, 

respectively, in more than 100 terrorist attacks. Egypt’s prisons, where about 60 percent of 

those jailed are political prisoners, have become an incubator for radicalization. Meanwhile, the 

government is silencing any voices that attempt to question it. The current counterterrorism 

law muzzles the media, criminalizing its ability to report numbers that differ from the state’s 

and yielding an opacity that allows militants to control the security narrative. Egypt’s fight 

against terrorism is floundering even as it receives billions of dollars in security assistance, 

cooperation and arms deals. The United States continues to provide $1.3 billion in Foreign 

Military Financing that Egypt is allocated annually. European partners have also bulked up their 

security support to and cooperation with Egypt since 2014, with the French inking several 

agreements valued at $2.26 billion in April 2016 that included fighter aircraft, navy vessels and 

a military satellite communications contract. However, all this will amount to little in the quest 

to achieve and maintain security and stability so long as the government continues with its 

current approach. Most concerning is that this repressive security strategy has had a 

disproportionate effect on Egypt’s disenchanted youth. Many of them languish in prison, where 

they risk radicalization, while others are left with fewer and fewer paths to voice opposition, 

and little hope for a future in a country where youth unemployment continues to hover around 

40 percent. Although the unexpected sacking of top officials following the latest attack may 

appear on the surface as a step toward security-sector reform and accountability, in reality it is 

merely cosmetic. Retaliatory counterterrorism operations — such as the one announced by the 

armed forces a few days later that destroyed three armed vehicles in the Western Desert, killed 

a “large number” of terrorists and freed a hostage captured during the attacks — are also 

insufficient so long as they are devoid of real reform, which requires a fundamental review of 

the overall approach and practices of Egypt’s security sector. The government should follow the 

rule of law, end human rights violations and open channels for peaceful engagement with 

Egyptians. Egypt’s path to stability should not exclude all forms of opposition; rather, it is one 

that requires valuable criticism and reform to unite against terrorism, the common enemy of 

the overwhelming majority of Egyptians. 
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Their stats oversimplify the relationship between authoritarianism 

and terrorism--prefer our evidence to the contrary. 

Aksoy, Deniz. “Terrorism In Dictatorships.” The Journal of Politics. 2012. Web. December 10, 
2018. 
<http://www.personal.psu.edu/jgw12/blogs/josephwright/AksoyCarterWright%20JOP%
20terrorism.pdf>. 

A key finding in the terrorism literature is that dictatorships experience less terrorism than 

democracies. However, we have few explanations for why some dictatorships experience 

substantial threats from terrorism while others do not. A growing body of work on 

authoritarian politics focuses on political institutions in these regimes to explain a broad range 

of political outcomes. Building on this literature, we argue that opposition political party activity 

increases the collective action capacity of regime opponents and that elected legislatures can 

channel this mobilized capacity into support for the government. However, when active 

opposition parties operate in the absence of legislatures, political opponents increasingly turn 

to terrorism. We find evidence that terrorist groups are most likely to emerge in dictatorships 

with opposition political parties but no elected legislature. These regimes also experience the 

highest volume of subsequent attacks. 
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Institutional holes mean autocracies are vulnerable to terror attacks. 

Aksoy, Deniz. “Terrorism In Dictatorships.” The Journal of Politics. 2012. Web. December 10, 
2018. 
<http://www.personal.psu.edu/jgw12/blogs/josephwright/AksoyCarterWright%20JOP%
20terrorism.pdf>. 

We argue that autocratic political institutions, such as opposition political parties and elected 

legislatures, have significant yet overlooked influence on patterns of terrorism. More 

specifically, we argue that dictatorships with active opposition political parties and no 

legislature are the most prone to terrorism. Opposition parties facilitate collective action in 

repressive regimes where there are significant obstacles to mobilization. When opposition 

parties participate in an elected legislature, dictators can buy off some of the opposition. 

However, when opposition parties mobilize but do not have access to a legislature, aggrieved 

groups have both the incentive and the collective action capacity to pursue their goals via 

violence. Thus, dictatorships with opposition parties but no legislature are the most prone to 

terrorism. 
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No risk of nuclear terrorism. 

Mueller, John. “The Terrorism Delusion.” International Security. 2012. Web. December 10, 
2018. <https://politicalscience.osu.edu/faculty/jmueller/absisfin.pdf>. 

Over the course of time, such essentially delusionary thinking has been internalized and 
institutionalized in a great many ways. For example, an extrapolation of delusionary 
proportions is evident in the common observation that, because terrorists were able, mostly by 
thuggish means, to crash airplanes into buildings, they might therefore be able to construct a 
nuclear bomb. In 2005 an FBI report found that, despite years of well-funded sleuthing, the 
Bureau had yet to uncover a single true al-Qaida sleeper cell in the United States. The report 
was secret but managed to be leaked. Brian Ross, “Secret FBI Report Questions Al Qaeda 
Capabilities: No ‘True’ Al Qaeda Sleeper Agents Have Been Found in U.S.,” ABC News, March 9, 
2005. Fox News reported that the FBI, however, observed that “just because there’s no 
concrete evidence of sleeper cells now, doesn’t mean they don’t exist.” “FBI Can’t Find Sleeper 
Cells,” Fox News, March 10, 2005. Jenkins has run an internet search to discover how often 
variants of the term “al-Qaida” appeared within ten words of “nuclear.” There were only seven 
hits in 1999 and eleven in 2000, but the number soared to 1,742 in 2001 and to 2,931 in 2002. 
47 By 2008, Defense Secretary Robert Gates was assuring a congressional committee that what 
keeps every senior government leader awake at night is “the thought of a terrorist ending up 
with a weapon of mass destruction, especially nuclear.” 48 Few of the sleepless, it seems, found 
much solace in the fact that an al-Qaida computer seized in Afghanistan in 2001 indicated that 
the group’s budget for research on weapons of mass destruction (almost all of it focused on 
primitive chemical weapons work) was $2,000 to $4,000. 49 In the wake of the killing of Osama 
bin Laden, officials now have many more al-Qaida computers, and nothing in their content 
appears to suggest that the group had the time or inclination, let alone the money, to set up 
and staff a uranium-seizing operation, as well as a fancy, super-high-technology facility to 
fabricate a bomb. This is a process that requires trusting corrupted foreign collaborators and 
other criminals, obtaining and transporting highly guarded material, setting up a machine shop 
staffed with top scientists and technicians, and rolling the heavy, cumbersome, and untested 
finished product into position to be detonated by a skilled crew—all while attracting no 
attention from outsiders. 50 If the miscreants in the American cases have been unable to create 
and set off even the simplest conventional bombs, it stands to reason that none of them were 
very close to creating, or having anything to do with, nuclear weapons—or for that matter 
biological, radiological, or chemical ones. In fact, with perhaps one exception, none seems to 
have even dreamed of the prospect; and the exception is José Padilla (case 2), who apparently 
mused at one point about creating a dirty bomb—a device that would disperse radiation—or 
even possibly an atomic one. His idea about isotope separation was to put uranium into a pail 
and then to make himself into a human centrifuge by swinging the pail around in great arcs. 
Even if a weapon were made abroad and then brought into the United States, its detonation 
would require individuals in-country with the capacity to receive and handle the complicated 
weapons and then to set them off. Thus far, the talent pool appears, to put mildly, very thin. 
There is delusion, as well, in the legal expansion of the concept of “weapons of mass 
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destruction.” The concept had once been taken as a synonym for nuclear weapons or was 
meant to include nuclear weapons as well as weapons yet to be developed that might have 
similar destructive capacity. After the Cold War, it was expanded to embrace chemical, 
biological, and radiological weapons even though those weapons for the most part are 
incapable of committing destruction that could reasonably be considered “massive,” 
particularly in comparison with nuclear ones.
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NEG: Turkey DA 
	

This disadvantage would revolve around how Turkey would make strategic partnerships 

without US military aid. Without US assistance, Turkey could strengthen its ties with Russia 

(from whom they bought the S-300 missile) or Iran (as Iran’s President Hassan Rouhani wants to 

improve relations). The uniqueness would say that the US-Turkey alliance is rocky but will 

survive long-term, the link would say that Turkey would shift to Russia or Iran more intensely 

without US support, the internal link would say that Russia or Iran would get more leeway to 

pursue their interests (which destabilizes the region) and the impact would be Middle East war. 

Because US-Turkey relations are running into complications in the age of Trump (for 

example, Trump slapped tariffs), the neg benefits from having a uniqueness counterplan that 

would improve America’s military ties with Turkey. Where an “improve military relations” 

counterplan would compete (because the aff ends aid), a counterplan that increases economic 

ties with Turkey would not be competitive. 	

The applicability of this DA is round-dependent, but it is useful to have against a Turkey 

aff (or against an aff that defends the general principle of the resolution). The aff’s best bet is to 

go for a bunch of uniqueness presses, especially if the neg doesn’t have the uniqueness 

counterplan I recommended. US-Turkey relations are nothing to write home about, so ending 

US military aid is okay if the alliance with Turkey is too frayed to save. 
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Military aid to Turkey is key to promoting Iraqi stability and 

countering Iran. 

Summers, Shane. “How The US Benefits From Foreign Aid To Turkey.” The Borgen Project. 
March 11, 2018. Web. December 08, 2018. <https://borgenproject.org/u-s-benefits-
from-foreign-aid-to-turkey/>. 

According to the U.S. State Department, nearly all of the foreign aid designated for Turkey is for 

military use. These resources have been helpful in allowing Turkey to bolster American aims in 

the Middle East, as the nation shares a border with both Iraq and Iran, countries that are of 

great significance to the United States. Iraq, a major economic interest due to its high supply of 

oil, is an unstable region in which the United States remains militarily involved following the 

Iraq War. Iran, a country with longstanding tensions with the United States, recently entered 

into a controversial nuclear deal with America in an attempt to manage Iranian development of 

nuclear technology. Providing aid to Turkey helps the United States ensure it has some 

influence over Turkish foreign policy, which Americans of course hope aligns with the best 

interest of the United States. 
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Turkey is a NATO ally--supporting them militarily is key to countering 

Russia. 

Summers, Shane. “How The US Benefits From Foreign Aid To Turkey.” The Borgen Project. 
March 11, 2018. Web. December 08, 2018. <https://borgenproject.org/u-s-benefits-
from-foreign-aid-to-turkey/>. 

Another one of the direct U.S. benefits from foreign aid to Turkey is related to the NATO 

alliance. Turkey is a key member of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, the vital military 

alliance between the United States and most European countries that has been key to checking 

Russian aggression in Europe for decades. Turkey has a vested interest in working with the 

organization, as its location next to Syria, a perilous region with heavy Russian involvement, 

puts it at odds with President Putin’s regime, making it important that the United States 

remains directly involved in Turkish affairs. 
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Even though Turkey disrespects peoples’ rights, they’re a useful ally. 

Summers, Shane. “How The US Benefits From Foreign Aid To Turkey.” The Borgen Project. 
March 11, 2018. Web. December 08, 2018. <https://borgenproject.org/u-s-benefits-
from-foreign-aid-to-turkey/>. 

Overall, because Turkey sits in a key position between the Middle East, Europe and Asia, and 

because it is linked militarily to the NATO alliance, it will continue to be a strategically 

important focus of American foreign aid. Despite Turkey’s flaws, such as its fragile electoral 

system and troubling history of ignoring the freedom of its domestic press, it remains a highly 

useful ally of the United States and a means by which the longstanding political instabilities of 

the region can be managed. The current political climate in the area, along with the 

longstanding NATO alliance, means there are still many U.S. benefits from foreign aid to Turkey. 
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Turkey is a critical ally for the US because they’re the stopgap against 

Russian and Iranian influence. 

Singh, Michael. “The U.S. Alliance With Turkey Is Worth Preserving.” Foreign Policy (2018). 
March 19, 2018. Web. December 08, 2018. <https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/03/19/the-
u-s-alliance-with-turkey-is-worth-preserving/>. 

Yet cutting Turkey loose would constitute a self-inflicted wound. Turkey is not just President 

Erdogan but a regional geographic and economic giant that stands as a buffer between Europe 

and the Middle East, and between the Middle East and Russia. Losing Turkey as a Western ally 

would mean bringing the Mideast to Europe’s threshold, and the potential frontier of Russian 

influence into the heart of the Middle East. Turkey is also the state best positioned to balance 

against Iran, whose ambitions and influence are growing along with its partnership with Russia. 

The dependency is mutual; without the United States, Turkey would be left to Tehran and 

Moscow’s tender mercies. 
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The US and Turkey should put aside their differences to combat the 

Russia-Iran alliance. 

Singh, Michael. “The U.S. Alliance With Turkey Is Worth Preserving.” Foreign Policy (2018). 
March 19, 2018. Web. December 08, 2018. <https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/03/19/the-
u-s-alliance-with-turkey-is-worth-preserving/>. 

Preserving the Turkish-American alliance and the strategic value both sides derive from it will 

require refocusing on shared strategic threats, such as the growing Russia-Iran alliance, while 

compromising on the disagreements distracting from that focus. While there is little the United 

States can do to assuage Erdogan’s more paranoid concerns, greater flexibility is possible when 

it comes to the Syrian Kurds. 
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The US needs Turkey in order to counter China. 

Singh, Michael. “The U.S. Alliance With Turkey Is Worth Preserving.” Foreign Policy (2018). 
March 19, 2018. Web. December 08, 2018. <https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/03/19/the-
u-s-alliance-with-turkey-is-worth-preserving/>. 

More broadly, a U.S. effort to counter Iran in the Middle East, and to prevail in what the Trump 

administration has described as a global strategic competition with Russia and China, will 

require allies. Whatever its tactical flirtations, Turkey remains opposed to Iranian expansionism 

and wary of Russia for reasons of history and geography. For China, Turkey is an attractive 

candidate for westward Belt and Road Initiative expansion toward Europe, yet Ankara and 

Beijing have their own thorny differences. If the United States and Turkey part ways, Tehran, 

Moscow, and Beijing will not be the culprits but will certainly be the beneficiaries. 
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The US should be willing to take a conditional approach with Turkey 

yet maintain assistance. 

Stein, Aaron. “The Awkward, Necessary U.S.-Turkey Relationship.” The Atlantic. August 23, 
2017. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2017/08/james-mattis-turkey-
erdogan-akp-isis-syria-kurds/537540/>. 

The Turkish government has adopted a transactional relationship with the United States 

and its Western allies. The United States might as well get more comfortable dealing with 

Turkey in much the same way, and ask for specific things in return for American offers of more 

assistance. The war against ISIS will eventually end. The strategic merits of keeping Turkey 

inside the tent far outweigh the benefits of trying to replace Ankara with the SDF. Increased 

intelligence-sharing makes sense, so long as it’s nested in a broader approach that includes 

Turkish deliverables. The recent period of tension, ironically, has demonstrated just how far 

each side can push the other without the relationship ending.
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US relations with Turkey are disintegrating now. 

Sazak, Selim. “The U.S.-Turkey Relationship Is Worse Off Than You Think.” Foreign Policy. 
September 11, 2018. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/09/11/the-u-s-turkey-relationship-is-worse-off-than-
you-think/>. 

Such optimism is misplaced. In Turkey, NATO is an object of aversion for Erdogan’s friends and 

foes alike. The United States is as popular as root canals. Only 18 percent of Turks have a 

favorable view of the country. Seventy-two percent consider it a major threat. The NATO 

alliance is in true danger of unraveling, and it cannot survive on its own. Saving it will require 

persistence, perseverance, and hard work. Erdogan is surely a part of the problem. Once a 

darling of the West, he now keeps the company of some of the world’s most unsavory leaders 

and has come to resemble them. Institutions are weakening. Liberties are declining. Democracy 

is eroding. Relations with Russia are cozier than ever, while ties with the United States are at 

their nadir and those with Europe remain crisis-ridden. Turkey’s crisis with the West, however, 

dates earlier and runs deeper than Erdogan’s time in office. He only stoked the flames of an 

already burning fire. 
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The US and Turkey are on the rocks, and Trump has made a civil 

resolution of their disagreements impossible. 

Bandow, Doug. “Time For President Donald Trump To Bury The U.S.-Turkey Alliance.” The 
National Interest. August 27, 2018. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://nationalinterest.org/blog/skeptics/time-president-donald-trump-bury-us-
turkey-alliance-29907>. 

In dealing with other nations, Washington often has overlooked a lack of shared values or 

accepted a lack of common interests. However, Erdoğan’s Turkey increasingly lacks both. Which 

helps explain the dramatically worsening crisis in relations sparked by Ankara’s detention of 

some fifteen Americans, most notably Brunson, on dubious terrorism charges growing out of 

the coup attempt two years ago. Meanwhile, thousands of Turks have been arrested based on 

even less. Having taken the dispute public, the Trump administration made a civil resolution 

virtually impossible. The mutual exchanges of sanctions and tariffs committed both nations’ 

prestige. (Besides, turning tariffs into a political weapon could further undermine the cause of 

free trade, but that obviously is of no concern to President Trump.) 
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Turkey won’t counter Russia--they’re only aiding Russian influence. 

Rubin, Michael. “It’s Time For Turkey And NATO To Go Their Separate Ways.” The Washington 
Post. August 16, 2018. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/democracy-post/wp/2018/08/16/its-time-
for-turkey-and-nato-to-go-their-separate-ways/?utm_term=.0b3f729859ec>. 

Writing in the New York Times, Erdogan himself warned that continued “disrespect will require 

us to start looking for new friends and allies,” an unsubtle threat that he might pivot toward 

Russia. But, in many ways, he already has. Erdogan has made it clear that he aims to purchase 

Russian S-400 missiles, which, if integrated into Turkish air-defense systems, might compromise 

NATO air-defense secrets to Russian engineers. Those counseling a softer line point out that 

Erdogan’s strategy is, in part, transactional. This is true, but that is all the more reason to 

second-guess Turkey’s role in collective defense. After all, when a crisis erupts, NATO members 

must rally together, not engage in bidding wars with Washington and Moscow over who 

deserves its loyalty. Indeed, the real danger to NATO is not that Turkey will withdraw or pivot to 

Russia, but rather that it remains inside. Because NATO decisions are consensual, Turkey can 

play the proverbial Trojan Horse to filibuster any action when crisis looms. 
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Turkey turned down US military aid in their fight against ISIS. 

Kube, Courtney. “Turks Turn Down U.S. Military Help In Syria, Accept Russian Aid Instead.” NBC 
News. January 04, 2017. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<https://www.nbcnews.com/news/us-news/turks-turn-down-u-s-military-help-syria-
accept-russian-n703286>. 

Two defense officials say that Russia has conducted “several” airstrikes in support of the 

Turkish military fighting in Al Bab, Syria. And, while the Turks have accepted air power help 

from the Russians, they continue to decline military help from the U.S. The Turks are fighting to 

expel ISIS from al Bab and they are in the midst of an extremely tough fight and they are taking 

casualties. The U.S. has repeatedly offered help over the past few weeks, both officials said, but 

the Turks continue to turn it down. The U.S. has not been conducting airstrikes to support the 

Turks there. The American military did conduct a show of force over al Bab recently, but they 

just flew several jets over the city, they didn’t strike anything. 
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The reset between Russia and Turkey means that the US-Turkey 

alliance will be inevitably frayed. 

Guner, Serdar. “The Syrian Conflict: Driving Forces Of Balances And Imbalances.” Middle East 
Review of International Affairs. 2017. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<http://www.rubincenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/Guner-Koc-revised1-YC-
au1-PDF.pdf>. 

It follows that two possible balance configurations exist in the system: The United States and 

Turkey can side with each other against a Russian-Syrian alliance or Russia-Turkey-Syria can 

coalesce, leaving the United States as the common enemy. The first configuration is discarded 

under the rapprochement between Russia and Turkey. The second one, a Russia-Turkey-Syria 

alliance targeting the United States, generates a “three-against-one” configuration. The second 

balance configuration could evolve into the first one under the condition of U.S.-Turkey 

cooperation, which would require the end of the Russia Turkey rapprochement. Such an 

evolution would lead to an imbalance in the system, placing Turkey under strain as its two 

friends--the United States and Russia--would be in conflict. Nevertheless, the United States 

seems to hold to its objective of helping the Kurds in the region, thereby preventing a full U.S.-

Turkish friendship.21 
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Trump will strain the alliance. 

Gisclon, Megan. “TRUMP’S FIRST 100 DAYS AND US-TURKEY RELATIONS.” Turkish Policy 
Quarterly. 2017. Web. December 08, 2018. 
<http://turkishpolicy.com/article/852/trumps-first-100-days-and-us-turkey-relations>. 

In the first 100 days of the Trump administration, it can be gleaned that while the US and 

Turkey may have similar interests, such as fighting ISIS and stabilizing Turkey’s region, the two 

allies have competing means of pursuing those interests. In contrast to narratives that Trump 

and Erdoğan would have been able to solve all their problems and come to a consensus upon 

meeting, it seems that both are inclined to follow the paths laid down before them, which 

certainly will not meet for the foreseeable future. Trump’s personality, transactionalism, and 

reliance on the US military to develop policies in Syria and Iraq have demonstratively shaped 

the US-Turkey alliance within the administration’s first 100 days – in some ways towards but by 

and large away from Turkey’s interests. Even if Erdoğan could convince Trump to change his 

mind on certain strategies, the issues from the US side are simply too big to be changed by the 

office of one man, especially as he is struggling to gain his presidential bearings. After Erdoğan 

and Trump’s first meeting on 16 May 2017, it can be concluded that Erdoğan left Washington 

with little to show after a 23-minute private meeting, press conference, and 90-minute 

luncheon with Trump.35 The episode was chalked up to a “photo-op” for Erdoğan to gain 

legitimacy in the West, and the press conference was largely devoid of substance – having 

highlighted the historic US-Turkey relationship rather than focusing on the issues at hand. In 

the US press, the meeting itself was overshadowed by Turkish security forces’ violent assault of 

protesters outside the Turkish Embassy.36 The US House Foreign Affairs Committee later went 

so far as to officially condemn the episode,37 and Speaker of the House Paul Ryan called on the 

Turkish government to apologize for the incident.38 As the meeting followed the Pentagon’s 

May 9th announcement that the US would directly arm the YPG, the lack of concrete policy or 

statements emerging from the two leaders’ press conference was unsurprising. The meeting 

was clearly designed to save face between the two allies, not to develop permanent solutions 

to the tensions underlying US-Turkey relations. Although President Trump has shown small 

signs of “support” – or, more aptly, “consideration” – for Turkey and the US-Turkey alliance, it 
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can hardly be said that Trump has indicated, either publicly or privately, that behind “America 

first!” it is “Turkey second!” It should be reminded that the US-Turkey relationship is key, but it 

is not the key to broader US foreign policy in the era of Trump. 
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Military aid to Turkey fuels anti-American backlash. 

Carpenter, Ted. “Did Turkey Misuse U.S. Military Hardware?.” CATO Institute. June 04, 2012. 
Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/did-
turkey-misuse-us-military-hardware>. 

The latest incident involving drone intelligence enabling the Turkish military to attack an 

apparent caravan of smugglers has intensified all of those concerns. U.S. aid, even indirect aid, 

to such a deadly attack highlights Washington’s moral entanglement in questionable actions 

that allies such as Turkey undertake. There is also the considerable risk that angry populations 

who have been the targets of such attacks will hold the United States responsible for any 

unjustified casualties. That danger was highlighted during the successful anti-government 

demonstrations against Hosni Mubarak’s government in Egypt. Demonstrators were noticeably 

angry at the sight of U.S.-provided helicopters and armored vehicles being used against 

unarmed civilians who sought to bring democracy to their country. Such anger can lead to the 

growth of already worrisome anti-American sentiment in the Middle East and other regions. 

U.S. leaders need to take into account that potential cost the next time they help arm allied 

governments that have questionable agendas. 
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Turkey misuses US military aid. 

Carpenter, Ted. “Did Turkey Misuse U.S. Military Hardware?.” CATO Institute. June 04, 2012. 
Web. December 09, 2018. <https://www.cato.org/publications/commentary/did-
turkey-misuse-us-military-hardware>. 

Turkey itself has been the target of complaints about improper use of American aid. The 

most prominent anti-aid campaign occurred after Turkish forces invaded Cyprus in 1974 and 

occupied nearly 38 percent of that country’s territory. Congress did cut-off military aid to 

Ankara, although the executive branch managed to restore most of assistance gradually over 

the next few years. Ankara’s use of U.S.-supplied attack helicopters against Kurdish targets 

inside Turkey—and even more so beginning in 2008 when those weapon systems were used 

against accused PKK sanctuaries in northern Iraq—led to renewed calls for severing aid. As in 

the case of Pakistan, it appeared that U.S. weaponry was, despite supposed prohibitions, being 

employed to commit aggressive acts against a neighboring country.	


