Contention one is Victory
“Tonight, we gather to affirm the greatness of our nation -- not because of the height of our skyscrapers, or the power of our military, or the size of our economy. Our pride is based on a very simple premise, summed up in a declaration made over two hundred years ago: "We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable rights, that among these are life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness." 

That is the true genius of America -- a faith in simple dreams, an insistence on small miracles; that we can tuck in our children at night and know that they are fed and clothed and safe from harm; that we can say what we think, write what we think, without hearing a sudden knock on the door; that we can have an idea and start our own business without paying a bribe; that we can participate in the political process without fear of retribution…”

--Barack Obama, Leader of the Free World.

The United States thinks quite highly of itself.  We think we are a city on a hill, that we are invulnerable, that there’s no fight we can lose.  The world is a lump of iron and we are a hammer.  Justice and goodness and freedom are not our ideals, they are our possessions.  

At least, that’s what we tell ourselves.  In reality, this exceptional belief in our righteousness, omnipotence, and invulnerability is a psychological fiction, akin to an outfit we like to wear because it makes us feel like the most popular kid in school.  We feel an obligation to eliminate anything that threatens this psychological fiction, lest our nightmares come true and we end up naked to the world.   

Lifton, 2003 [Robert Jay Lifton, Visiting Professor of Psychiatry at Harvard Medical School, previously Distinguished Professor of Psychiatry and Psychology at the Graduate School and Director of The Center on Violence and Human Survival at John Jay College of Criminal Justice at the City University of New York, 2003 (Superpower Syndrome: America’s Apocalyptic Confrontation With The World, Published by Thunder’s Mouth Press / Nation Books, ISBN 1560255129, p. 125-130)]

It is almost un-American to be vulnerable. As a people, we pride ourselves on being able to stand up to anything, solve all problems. We have long had a national self-image that involves an ability to call forth reservoirs or strength when we need it, and a sense of a protected existence peculiar to America in an otherwise precarious world. In recent times we managed, after all, to weather the most brutal century in human history relatively unscathed. THE BLESSED COUNTRY Our attitude stems partly from geography. We have always claimed a glorious aloneness thanks to what has been called the “Free security” of the two great oceans which separate us from dangerous upheavals in Europe and Asia. While George Washington was not the isolationist he is sometimes represented to be, he insisted on his celebrated Farewell Address of 1796, “’Tis our true policy to steer clear of permanent alliances, with any portion of the foreign world.” That image has been embraced, and often simplified or distorted, by politicians ever since. (He warned against permanent alliances, not alliances in general). 

The idea of our separateness and safety from faraway conflicts has had importance from the time of the early settlers, many of whom left Europe to escape political religious, or legal threats or entanglements. Even if one came as an adventurer or an empire-builder, one was leaving a continent of complexity and conflict for a land whose remoteness could support new beginnings. Abraham Lincoln absolutized that remoteness and security from outside attack in order to stress that our only danger came from ourselves: “All the armies of Europe, Asia and Africa combined, with all the treasure of the earth (our own excepted) in their military chest; with a Buonaparte for a commander, could not by force, take a drink from the Ohio, or make a track on the Blue Ridge, in a trial of a thousand years.” However much the world has shrunk technologically in the last half century, and however far-ranging our own superpower forays, that sense of geographic invulnerability has never left us. We have seen ourselves as not only separate from but different from the rest of the world, a special nation among nations. That sense of American exceptionalism was intensely observed by Alexis de Tocqueville, the brilliant French politician and writer, in the early nineteenth century. In de Tocqueville’s view of America, “A course almost without limits, a field without horizon, is revealed: the human spirit rushes forward and traverses [it] in every direction.” American exceptionalism has always been, as the sociologist Seymour Martin Lipset has pointed out, “a double-edged sword.” In the psychological life of Americans it has been bound up with feelings of unique virtue, strength, and success. But this has sometimes led Americans to be “utopian moralists, who press hard to institutionalize virtue, to destroy evil people, and eliminate wicked institutions and practices.” That subjective exceptionalism has been vividly expressed in the historian Richard Hofstadter’s observation, “It has been our fate as a nation not to have ideologies, but to be one.” At the time of the Puritans, sentiments of exceptionalism were expressed in biblical terms: America was an “Arcadian image of the New World … an Eden from which the serpent and forbidden trees had been thoroughly excluded,” and “a new Promised Land and a New Jerusalem.” The language was that of a postapocalyptic utopia, and remnants of such sentiments persist whenever we speak of ourselves in more secular terms as the “new world.” Important to this feeling of exceptionalism has been a deep sense that America offered unparalleled access to regenerative power. As Richard Slotkin explains: “The first colonists saw in America an opportunity to regenerate [end page 127] their fortunes, their spirits, and the power of their church and nation,” though “the means to that regeneration ultimately became the means of violence.” Even when Americans played what has been called a “shell game of identity,” they could experience an unlimited capacity for renewal—endless new beginnings as individuals or as a nation. Slotkin speaks of a new relationship to authority in this new world. While “in Europe all men were under authority; in America all men dreamed they had the power to become authority.” These claims of new authority extended to the country as a whole, to America’s authority among nations—a claim to new national authority that was expanded over time thanks to America’s considerable achievements—economic, technological, scientific, and cultural. American exceptionalism has often had the overall psychological quality of a sense of ourselves as a blessed people, immune from the defeats and sufferings of others. But underneath that sense there had to be a potential chink in our psychological armor—which was a deep-seated if hidden sense of vulnerability. OMNIPOTENCE AND VULNERABILITY Ironically, superpower syndrome projects the problem of American vulnerability onto the world stage. A superpower is perceived as possessing more than natural power. [end page 128] (In this sense it comes closer to resembling the comic-strip hero Superman than the Nietzschean Superman.) For a nation, its leaders, or even its ordinary citizens to enter into the superpower syndrome is to lay claim to omnipotence, to power that is unlimited, which is ultimately power over death. At the heart of the superpower syndrome then is the need to eliminate a vulnerability that, as the antithesis of omnipotence, contains the basic contradiction of the syndrome. For vulnerability can never be eliminated, either by a nation or an individual. In seeking its elimination, the superpower finds itself on a psychological treadmill. The idea of vulnerability is intolerable, the fact of it irrefutable. One solution is to maintain an illusion of invulnerability. But the superpower then runs the danger of taking increasingly draconian actions to sustain that illusion. For to do otherwise would be to surrender the cherished status of superpower. Other nations have experiences in the world that render them and their citizens all too aware of the essential vulnerability of life on earth. They also may be influenced by religious and cultural traditions (far weaker in the United States) that emphasize vulnerability as an aspect of human mortality. No such reality can be accepted by those clinging to a sense of omnipotence. At issue is the experience of death anxiety, which is the strongest manifestation of vulnerability. Such a deep-seated [end page 129] sense of vulnerability can sometimes be acknowledged by the ordinary citizens of a superpower, or even at times by its leaders, who may admit, for instance, that there is no guaranteed defense against terrorist acts. But those leaders nonetheless remain committed to eliminating precisely that vulnerability—committed, that is, to the illusory goal of invulnerability. When that goal is repeatedly undermined—whether by large-scale terrorist acts like 9/11, or as at present by militant resistance to American hegemony in Iraq and elsewhere in the Middle East—both the superpower and the world it acts upon may become dangerously destabilized.

Why do we hold such an egotistical self image?  We, as citizens, have lost a war over our consciences. 

The power of the presidency is a big part of the reason why.  The presidency exists to seduce us into thoughtless compliance.  I value security and freedom, so how can I possibly disagree with Bush?  I hope for things, and there are things I want changed, so how could I possibly disagree with Obama?  The president is like a fortune teller—it tells us vague platitudes we want to hear so we trust it absolutely.  As a result, we close off our conscience and consent to an imperial “war on terror”

Marwick, 2010[Michael Marwick brings twenty years of experience, including work in the senior management group of the Ontario Human Rights Commission, to his examination of democracy, social diversity and communication. In both his teaching and community engagement practices, Michael has helped students, Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal governments, non-profit organizations and businesses build their capacities to tackle the full spectrum of contentious social issues. “TERROR AND DEMOCRATIC COMMUNICATION”  http://summit.sfu.ca/item/9989]

From Bush to Obama, the war on terror is principally a war over conscience. The aim of the¶ security regime is to justify itself not only through the ownership of bare life, but in laying¶ claim to the life of conscience as well. Its purpose is to continue the century-old¶ devolution to the messianic presidency through the permeation and colonization of¶ conscience. Its agenda, on the strength of the values it presents as liberal and democratic, is¶ to make conscience the ground of the presidency — to mollify, conscript, subdue and¶ seduce the operation of conscience in sovereign power’s construction of democratic¶ citizenship. The biopolitical project of the war on terror is to produce, and lay claim to, what¶ Agamben calls “forms of life” of which there are two: politically qualified life, the life of the¶ choice-making citizen, and bare life, the naked fact of our biological existence. I argue that¶ the war on terror produces these forms of life through two integrated means. Vivification is¶ the process of animating public deliberation or doing the work of conscience for us in an¶ effigy of democratic communication. It provides a more satisfactory account of the¶ subjective impact of sovereign power as violence than theories of total biopolitical¶ oppression (e.g. Edkins and Pin-Fat) because it acknowledges, with Iris Marion Young,¶ that this power elicits adoration and gratitude. (Young, 2003) Vivisection is the¶ extraction of the truth that makes us secure through rendition, torture and structurally¶ reinforced racism, from the matter of the human body reduced to bare life. The powers of¶ vivification and vivisection mark the rise of the messianic presidency, its biopolitical¶ function as the source of citizenship and arrogator of conscience. They allow a more¶ precise definition of the violence of sovereign power that reduces all of us to homines sacri or¶ bare life. At the same time, it is essential to recognize that these powers have a disparate¶ impact on human personality, through the construction of a taxonomy of citizens and¶ human existents according to their race, gender, religion and social condition. The¶ violence of sovereign power is by no means equal. An ethic of democratic communication¶ would speak to this contest over conscience, mapping it out as the terrain upon which the¶ troubled story of citizenship unfolds and bare human life finds a new political voice.

Barak Obama’s presidency—like good philosophy—raises more questions than it settles¶ about democratic political culture in pluralistic societies. The central problem liberal¶ political philosophy attempts to decide is how to sustain a culture of democratic¶ communication, allowing us equally to share in self-governance as citizens even as we bear¶ disparate, fundamentally irreconcilable views about the big questions of human existence.¶ Will Kymlicka summarizes this project as seeking “equality between groups, and freedom¶ within groups”; the sequestering of deep personal beliefs is essential if we are to allow¶ maximal equality and freedom. (Kymlicka, 2007: 255) The rise to power of this son of a¶ Kenyan scholar, it would seem, affirms the wisdom of a polity designed to relegate¶ existential questions, questions about the good, to the small circles of our private lives¶ whilst structuring the democratic playing field to address the basic, non-metaphysical issue¶ of fairness. More astonishing still, this drama played out against the war on terror’s¶ 198¶ reassertion of race categories. (Ahmad, 2004) Standing in the light of Obama’s victory, it¶ is tempting to see the theocratic ambition of the Bush White House—its retrograde¶ imposition of faith based standards in domestic policy and on the global stage, branding the¶ war on terror a crusade to rid the world of evil—as an anti-liberal atavism that died with a¶ stake through its heart in the election of 2008. Obama’s triumph was the triumph of¶ political liberalism and its project of creating a neutral framework of democratic¶ communication, a public square emancipated from the stubborn intimacy of race, religion,¶ gender and so on. Political liberalism allows anyone—any domestically born U.S.¶ citizen—to be president. Obama won because he was constitutionally emancipated to¶ fashion for himself answers to the big questions, while excelling in the political capacity to¶ keep his metaphysics to himself and thus prove his worth for the leadership of the world’s¶ leading pluralist democracy: the bi-racially telegenic, cool and neutral decider. The prize is¶ a presidency the framers of the republic would not have recognized as republican—not¶ simply in the scale of the nation’s martial, social and economic resources, but that the¶ president should have these at what amounts to an imperial command.

My sense is that Obama’s success, like the core function of the presidency itself, has¶ nothing to do with anything like a liberal restraint concerning the big questions of human¶ existence but is, instead, a most illiberal and muscular intrusion into these matters. Instead¶ of carving out a zone of exclusion for the private operation of conscience, the function of¶ the presidency in contemporary U.S. political culture is to elicit the conformity of¶ conscience with powerful, charismatic affirmations of the nature and purpose of human life.¶ Clearly, the core of Obama’s ongoing resonance with voters and aliens alike—why we¶ 199¶ want to adore him—has nothing to do with his bracketing out his beliefs about the big¶ questions, the facts of his race and his religion, his worldview; he built political power in¶ large measure through his acumen in actively presenting these features of his personality.¶ Furthermore, these features were not parsed through the rarefied Cartesian space of a public¶ square, they were embroiled in the maelstrom of detraction, calumny and desperate stargazing that is political discourse in the United States. Judging by his biography, the¶ capacity to foreground his beliefs and make them publicly resonant is not something¶ Obama purchased with his campaign contributions. It is a capacity that is integral to his¶ political personality. None of this was novel or revolutionary in any way because U.S.¶ electoral politics demands that candidates make bold claims about the big questions as¶ defined in the political culture of the United States. Politics, in this sense, remains very¶ much about the power to produce doctrine. The situation persists not as an aberration¶ from the norms of political liberalism, but because of them.

The war on terror--and the 2001 Authorization to Use Military Force that served as it’s harbinger—are a vicious assault on our conscience and ability to think.  It has made war a permenant fixture in our political culture, and desensitized us to the scope and brutality of what is now possible.

Greenwald, 2013 [Glen,– Columnist on civil liberties and US national security issues for the Guardian. [Glenn Greenwald, “Washington gets explicit: its 'war on terror' is permanent,” (  theguardian.com, Friday 17 May 2013 07.54 EDT, pg.   http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2013/may/17/endless-war-on-terror-obama]

On Thursday, the Senate Armed Services Committee held a hearing on whether the statutory basis for this "war" - the 2001 Authorization to Use Military Force (AUMF) - should be revised (meaning: expanded). This is how Wired's Spencer Ackerman (soon to be the Guardian US's national security editor) described the most significant exchange:

"Asked at a Senate hearing today how long the war on terrorism will last, Michael Sheehan, the assistant secretary of defense for special operations and low-intensity conflict, answered, 'At least 10 to 20 years.' . . . A spokeswoman, Army Col. Anne Edgecomb, clarified that Sheehan meant the conflict is likely to last 10 to 20 more years from today - atop the 12 years that the conflict has already lasted. Welcome to America's Thirty Years War."

That the Obama administration is now repeatedly declaring that the "war on terror" will last at least another decade (or two) is vastly more significant than all three of this week's big media controversies (Benghazi, IRS, and AP/DOJ) combined. The military historian Andrew Bacevich has spent years warning that US policy planners have adopted an explicit doctrine of "endless war". Obama officials, despite repeatedly boasting that they have delivered permanently crippling blows to al-Qaida, are now, as clearly as the English language permits, openly declaring this to be so.

It is hard to resist the conclusion that this war has no purpose other than its own eternal perpetuation. This war is not a means to any end but rather is the end in itself. Not only is it the end itself, but it is also its own fuel: it is precisely this endless war - justified in the name of stopping the threat of terrorism - that is the single greatest cause of that threat. 

In January, former Pentagon general counsel Jeh Johnson delivered a highly-touted speech suggesting that the war on terror will eventually end; he advocated that outcome, arguing: 

'War' must be regarded as a finite, extraordinary and unnatural state of affairs. We must not accept the current conflict, and all that it entails, as the 'new normal.'" 
In response, I wrote that the "war on terror" cannot and will not end on its own for two reasons: (1) it is designed by its very terms to be permanent, incapable of ending, since the war itself ironically ensures that there will never come a time when people stop wanting to bring violence back to the US (the operational definition of "terrorism"), and (2) the nation's most powerful political and economic factions reap a bonanza of benefits from its continuation. Whatever else is true, it is now beyond doubt that ending this war is the last thing on the mind of the 2009 Nobel Peace Prize winner and those who work at the highest levels of his administration. Is there any way they can make that clearer beyond declaring that it will continue for "at least" another 10-20 years?

The genius of America's endless war machine is that, learning from the unplesantness of the Vietnam war protests, it has rendered the costs of war largely invisible. That is accomplished by heaping all of the fighting burden on a tiny and mostly economically marginalized faction of the population, by using sterile, mechanized instruments to deliver the violence, and by suppressing any real discussion in establishment media circles of America's innocent victims and the worldwide anti-American rage that generates.

Though rarely visible, the costs are nonetheless gargantuan. Just in financial terms, as Americans are told they must sacrifice Social Security and Medicare benefits and place their children in a crumbling educational system, the Pentagon remains the world's largest employer and continues to militarily outspend the rest of the world by a significant margin. The mythology of the Reagan presidency is that he induced the collapse of the Soviet Union by luring it into unsustainable military spending and wars: should there come a point when we think about applying that lesson to ourselves?

Then there are the threats to Americans' security. Having their government spend decades proudly touting itself as "A Nation at War" and bringing horrific violence to the world is certain to prompt more and more people to want to attack Americans, as the US government itself claims took place just recently in Boston (and as clearly took place multiple other times over the last several years). 

And then there's the most intangible yet most significant cost: each year of endless war that passes further normalizes the endless rights erosions justified in its name. The second term of the Bush administration and first five years of the Obama presidency have been devoted to codifying and institutionalizing the vast and unchecked powers that are typically vested in leaders in the name of war. Those powers of secrecy, indefinite detention, mass surveillance, and due-process-free assassination are not going anywhere. They are now permanent fixtures not only in the US political system but, worse, in American political culture. 

Each year that passes, millions of young Americans come of age having spent their entire lives, literally, with these powers and this climate fixed in place: to them, there is nothing radical or aberrational about any of it. The post-9/11 era is all they have been trained to know. That is how a state of permanent war not only devastates its foreign targets but also degrades the population of the nation that prosecutes it.

This war will end only once Americans realize the vast and multi-faceted costs they are bearing so that the nation's political elites can be empowered and its oligarchs can further prosper. But Washington clearly has no fear that such realizations are imminent. They are moving in the other direction: aggressively planning how to further entrench and expand this war.

One might think that if there is to be a debate over the 12-year-old AUMF, it would be about repealing it. Democratic Congresswoman Barbara Lee, who heroically cast the only vote against it when it was originally enacted by presciently warning of how abused it would be, has been advocating its repeal for some time now in favor of using reasonable security measures to defend against such threats and standard law enforcement measures to punish them (which have proven far more effective than military solutions). But just as happened in 2001, neither she nor her warnings are deemed sufficiently Serious even to consider, let alone embrace.

Instead, the Washington AUMF "debate" recognizes only two positions: (1) Congress should codify expanded powers for the administration to fight a wider war beyond what the 2001 AUMF provides (that's the argument recently made by the supreme war-cheerleaders-from-a-safe-distance at the Washington Post editorial page and their favorite war-justifying think tank theorists, and the one being made by many Senators from both parties), or (2) the administration does not need any expanded authority because it is already free to wage a global war with very few limits under the warped "interpretation" of the AUMF which both the Bush and Obama DOJs have successfully persuaded courts to accept (that's the Obama administration's position). In other words, the shared premise is that the US government must continue to wage unlimited, permanent war, and the only debate is whether that should happen under a new law or the old one.

Just to convey a sense for how degraded is this Washington "debate": Obama officials at yesterday's Senate hearing repeatedly insisted that this "war" is already one without geographical limits and without any real conceptual constraints. The AUMF's war power, they said, "stretches from Boston to the [tribal areas of Pakistan]" and can be used "anywhere around the world, including inside Syria, where the rebel Nusra Front recently allied itself with al-Qaida's Iraq affiliate, or even what Sen. Lindsey Graham (R-SC) called 'boots on the ground in the Congo'". The acting general counsel of the Pentagon said it even "authorized war against al-Qaida's associated forces in Mali, Libya and Syria". Newly elected independent Sen. Angus King of Maine said after listening to how the Obama administration interprets its war powers under the AUMF: 

This is the most astounding and most astoundingly disturbing hearing that I've been to since I've been here. You guys have essentially rewritten the Constitution today." 

Former Bush DOJ official Jack Goldsmith, who testified at the hearing, summarized what was said after it was over: Obama officials argued that "they had domestic authority to use force in Mali, Syria, Libya, and Congo, against Islamist terrorist threats there"; that "they were actively considering emerging threats and stated that it was possible they would need to return to Congress for new authorities against those threats but did not at present need new authorities"; that "the conflict authorized by the AUMF was not nearly over"; and that "several members of the Committee were surprised by the breadth of DOD's interpretation of the AUMF." Conveying the dark irony of America's war machine, seemingly lifted right out of the Cold War era film Dr. Strangelove, Goldsmith added:

Amazingly, there is a very large question even in the Armed Services Committee about who the United States is at war against and where, and how those determinations are made."

Nobody really even knows with whom the US is at war, or where. Everyone just knows that it is vital that it continue in unlimited form indefinitely.

In response to that, the only real movement in Congress is to think about how to enact a new law to expand the authorization even further. But it's a worthless and illusory debate, affecting nothing other than the pretexts and symbols used to justify what will, in all cases, be a permanent and limitless war. The Washington AUMF debate is about nothing other than whether more fig leafs are needed to make it all pretty and legal. 

The Obama administration already claims the power to wage endless and boundless war, in virtually total secrecy, and without a single meaningful check or constraint. No institution with any power disputes this. To the contrary, the only ones which exert real influence - Congress, the courts, the establishment media, the plutocratic class - clearly favor its continuation and only think about how further to enable it. That will continue unless and until Americans begin to realize just what a mammoth price they're paying for this ongoing splurge of war spending and endless aggression.  

The result of this consent to an imperial presidency is that we defer decisions about the life and death of whole populations to sovereign power—the doctrines the sovereign sells us are policed by imperial violence.  

Marwick, 2010[Michael Marwick brings twenty years of experience, including work in the senior management group of the Ontario Human Rights Commission, to his examination of democracy, social diversity and communication. In both his teaching and community engagement practices, Michael has helped students, Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal governments, non-profit organizations and businesses build their capacities to tackle the full spectrum of contentious social issues. “TERROR AND DEMOCRATIC COMMUNICATION”  http://summit.sfu.ca/item/9989]

Far from living in a post-metaphysical era, I believe Connolly is correct in his assertion that¶ every “political interpretation projects presumptions about the primordial character of¶ things”. (Connolly, 1993: 1) There is, therefore, a caesaropapist effect in the liberal¶ narrative of public neutrality; it provides plausible cover for the construction of dominant,¶ history-ending definitions about what it means to be human. Instead of building a political¶ culture beyond metaphysics—the purely procedural and inclusive political culture,¶ democratic in the equal freedoms it accords for our private fulfilment in seeking the good¶ individually—this narrative allows sovereign power to enforce its edict about the nature¶ and purpose of human life. The post-metaphysics feint allows a political culture to develop¶ 200¶ and enforce the limits of the political community, setting the bounds between the citizen¶ and the alien, and the community of life itself, setting the bounds between human and subhuman,¶ the quick, the dead and the expendable. It is the means by which sovereign power¶ bifurcates human existence, producing on the one hand politically qualified life—the citizen¶ made in its own image—and, on the other, bare life, the human organism. Political¶ liberalism’s restraint about the big questions, its concern to create maximal space for our¶ individual, creative self-fashioning, is part of its edict about the “primordial character of¶ things”. Instead of standing against republicanism, political liberalism works symbiotically¶ with the republican project of defining the national character, the way of life, of a¶ democratic people. Together they confer freedom and equality on the terms of sovereign¶ power, not on the terms of conscience. They set the bounds of democratic¶ communication, and remove from the function of citizenship public deliberation about¶ existential questions. There is no return through political liberalism to classical politics, the¶ sharing in self-governance of a democratic people through the scrupulous separation of¶ public and private life, of political life and organic life. Instead, citizenship becomes the¶ constructed acceptance of a synthetic freedom and equality, synthetic because freedom and¶ equality under sovereign power are not the fruit of the operation of conscience; they are,¶ instead, the doctrines of the state policed by violence. Citizenship becomes sovereign¶ power’s imposition of a doctrinal closure on the debate about what it means to be human,¶ because the definition of who is a citizen carries with it the power to define who is and who¶ is not human. This places citizenship at odds against conscience and its principal function¶ of continually discerning the meaning and purpose of human existence; sovereign power¶ 201¶ might simulate conscience, but it cannot replace the restless human work in conscience of¶ examination and deconstruction.

I will argue below that the persistence of this unexamined, dominant metaphysics allows¶ the continuing ascendance of the security regime. Further, the political effect of this¶ metaphysics is to consolidate power in the messianic presidency. A great deal of¶ authoritative work has been done to map the contours of, and at times laud, the “imperial¶ presidency”, with reference to the global reach of the executive branch in the United¶ States. (Schlesinger, 1989) In the words of Michael Ignatieff, “Yet what word but¶ ‘empire’ describes the awesome thing that America is becoming?” (Ignatieff, 2005) My¶ concern is the biopolitical dimension this office now assumes; I believe the claim it makes¶ to validate human life as such, to “touch the soul” of the citizen, to be the agent of a divine¶ plan in the unfolding of human history suggest a presidency that is not simply imperial in¶ its self-understanding but messianic. I will suggest that a biopolitical reading of the war on¶ terror gains ground in deconstructing the covert ontology of what passes for democratic¶ political culture, moving the analysis from ideology and discipline to the messianic powers¶ of vivification and vivisection. Ostensible neutrality “about the primordial character of¶ things” is the shell within which the messianic presidency quickens, rising to primacy over¶ constitutional governance in the United States. The Obama White House does not¶ represent a break with this phenomenon; it does not return the Office of the President to¶ the proportions the framers of the republic entrenched constitutionally. Instead, through¶ its reinvigorated prosecution of the war on terror, the Obama White House represents the¶ next phase in the maturation of the messianic presidency.
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This leads to an apocalyptic violence, insistent on defending the nation at all costs
Lifton, 2003 [Robert Jay Lifton, Visiting Professor of Psychiatry at Harvard Medical School, previously Distinguished Professor of Psychiatry and Psychology at the Graduate School and Director of The Center on Violence and Human Survival at John Jay College of Criminal Justice at the City University of New York, 2003 (Superpower Syndrome: America’s Apocalyptic Confrontation With The World, Published by Thunder’s Mouth Press / Nation Books, ISBN 1560255129, p. 1-4)]

The apocalyptic imagination has spawned a new kind of violence at the beginning of the twenty-first century. We can, in fact, speak of a worldwide epidemic of violence aimed at massive destruction in the service of various visions of purification and renewal. In particular, we are experiencing what could be called an apocalyptic face-off between Islamist* forces, overtly visionary in their willingness to kill and die for their religion, and American forces claiming to be restrained and reasonable but no less visionary in their projection of a cleansing war-making and military power. Both sides are [end page 1] energized by versions of intense idealism; both see themselves as embarked on a mission of combating evil in order to redeem and renew the world; and both are ready to release untold levels of violence to achieve that purpose. The war on Iraq—a country with longstanding aspirations toward weapons of mass destruction but with no evident stockpiles of them and no apparent connection to the assaults of September 11—was a manifestation of that American visionary projection. The religious fanaticism of Osama bin Laden and other Islamist zealots has, by now, a certain familiarity to us as to others elsewhere, for their violent demands for spiritual purification are aimed as much at fellow Islamics as at American “infidels.” Their fierce attacks on the defilement that they believe they see everywhere in contemporary life resemble those of past movements and sects from all parts of the world; such sects, with end-of-the-world prophecies and devout violence in the service of bringing those prophecies about, flourished in Europe from the eleventh through the sixteenth century. Similar sects like the fanatical Japanese cult Aum Shinrikyo, which released sarin gas into the Tokyo subways in 1995, have existed—even proliferated—in our own time. The American apocalyptic entity is less familiar to us. Even if its urges to power and domination seem historically recognizable, it nonetheless represents a new constellation of forces bound up with what I’ve come to think of [end page 2] as “superpower syndrome.” By that term I mean a national mindset—put forward strongly by a tight-knit leadership group—that takes on a sense of omnipotence, of unique standing in the world that grants it the right to hold sway over all other nations. The American superpower status derives from our emergence from World War II as uniquely powerful in every respect, still more so as the only superpower left standing at the end of the Cold War in the early 1990s. More than merely dominate, the American superpower now seeks to control history. Such cosmic ambition is accompanied by an equally vast sense of entitlement, of special dispensation to pursue its aims. That entitlement stems partly from historic claims to special democratic virtue, but has much to do with an embrace of technological power translated into military terms. That is, a superpower—the world’s only superpower—is entitled to dominate and control precisely because it is a superpower. The murderous events of 9/11 hardened that sense of entitlement as nothing else could have. Superpower syndrome did not require 9/11, but the attacks on the Twin Towers and the Pentagon rendered us an aggrieved superpower, a giant violated and made vulnerable, which no superpower can permit. Indeed, at the core of superpower syndrome lies a powerful fear of vulnerability. A superpower’s victimization brings on both a sense of humiliation and an angry determination to restore, or even [end page 3] extend, the boundaries of a superpower-dominated world. Integral to superpower syndrome are its menacing nuclear stockpiles and their world-destroying capacity. Throughout the decades of the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union both lived with a godlike nuclear capacity to obliterate the cosmos, along with a fear of being annihilated by the enemy power. Now America alone possesses that world-destroying capacity, and post-Soviet Russia no longer looms as a nuclear or superpower adversary. We have yet to grasp the full impact of this exclusive capacity to blow up anyone or everything, but its reverberations are never absent in any part of the world. The confrontation between Islamist and American versions of planetary excess has unfortunately tended to define a world in which the vast majority of people embrace neither. But apocalyptic excess needs no majority to dominate a landscape. All the more so when, in their mutual zealotry, Islamist and American leaders seem to act in concert. That is, each, in its excess, nurtures the apocalypticism of the other, resulting in a malignant synergy. * In keeping with general usage, Islamist refers to groups that are essentially theocratic and fundamentalist, and at times apocalyptic. Islamic is a more general ethnic as well as religious term for Muslims. The terms can of course overlap, and “Islamic state” can mean one run on Islamist principles.

Plan(s)
Thus Paula and I advocate the unconditional surrender to those nations, organizations, or persons who planned, authorized, committed, or aided the terrorist attacks that occurred on September 11, 2001, or harbored such organizations or persons

Contention two—Surrender
The act of surrendering is a radical one—it opens us to vulnerability, ambiguity, and acceptance of the world as it is.  It gives up on the dream of invulnerability, and helps to shatter falsely held illusions about our place in the world.

Lifton, 2003 [Robert Jay Lifton, Visiting Professor of Psychiatry at Harvard Medical School, previously Distinguished Professor of Psychiatry and Psychology at the Graduate School and Director of The Center on Violence and Human Survival at John Jay College of Criminal Justice at the City University of New York, 2003 (Superpower Syndrome: America’s Apocalyptic Confrontation With The World, Published by Thunder’s Mouth Press / Nation Books, ISBN 1560255129, p. 196-199)]

Stepping out of that syndrome would also include surrendering the claim of certainty, of ownership of truth and reality. That ownership gives rise to deadly righteousness, with a claim to illumination so absolute as to transcend ordinary restraints against mass violence. The healthier alternative is an acceptance of some measure of ambiguity, of inevitable elements of confusion and contradiction, [end page 196] whether in relation to large historical events or in matters of personal experience. This would include a more nuanced approach to Islam and Islamist thought and behavior that allows for the possibility of evolution and change. It is often claimed that no such acceptance of ambiguity is possible because superpowers, like nations, like people, are uncomfortable with it, that the tendency is always to seek clarity and something close to certainty. But this assumption may well underestimate our psychological capabilities. Ambiguity, in fact, is central to human function, recognized and provided for by cultural institutions and practices everywhere. American society in particular has cultivated the kinds of ambiguity that go with multiplicity and with shifting populations and frontiers. I have tried ins my past work to formulate a version of the self as many-sided, flexible, and capable of change and transformation. This protean self (named after Proteus, the Greek sea god who was capable of taking on many shapes) stands in direct contrast to the fundamentalist or apocalyptic self. Indeed, the closed fundamentalist self and its apocalyptic impulses can be understood as a reaction to protean tendencies, which are widely abroad in our world as a response to the complexities of recent history. Any contemporary claim to absolute certainty, then, is compensatory, an artificial plunge into totalism that seeks an escape from the ambiguity that so pervades our historical legacy. American society is more volatile on these matters than [end page 197] many suspect. Over the previous century and at the beginning of a new one, we have been undergoing waves of contending forms of populism—pendulum swings between totalistic impulses and more open, if less clearly formulated, protean principles. How this psychohistorical struggle will develop we have no way of knowing, but we need hardly give up on ambiguity, or on our capacity to combine it with strongly held ethical principles. There is a real sense in which elements of ambiguity are necessary to our well-being. They certainly are necessary to the well-being of our nation, and of the world. To live with ambiguity is to accept vulnerability. American aspirations toward superpower invulnerability have troubling parallels in Islamist visions of godly power. Surrendering the dream of invulnerability, more enlightened American leaders could begin to come to terms with the idea that there will always be some danger in our world, that reasonable and measured steps can be taken to limit that danger and combat threats of violence, but that invulnerability is itself a perilous illusion. To cast off that illusion would mean removing the psychological pressure of sustaining a falsified vision of the world, as opposed to taking a genuine place in the real one. Much of this has to do with accepting the fact that we die, a fact not altered by either superpower militarism or religious fanaticism. A great part of apocalyptic violence is in the service of a vast claim of immortality, a claim that [end page 198] can, in the end, often be sustained only by victimizing large numbers of people. Zealots come to depend upon their mystical, spiritual, or military vision to protect themselves from death, and to provide immortality through killing.

And, Surrender leads to an embrace of change and a willingness to think differently.  It changes our psyche.  The psychic wound and shock people will feel is an opportunity for growth.  A voluntary act of authentic surrender is key.

Moze 2007 [Mary Beth, Ph.D. in Personal Development and Transformation, “¶ Surrender: An Alchemical Act in Personal Transforma¶ tion ¶ “, Journal of Conscious Evolution, http://www.cejournal.org/GRD/Surrender.pdf]

Surrender¶ and the Ego ¶ Surrender provides a willing path toward greater un¶ derstandings. Surrender allows for ¶ flexibility and movement in relation to a polarized¶ Other and is a voluntary choice to not resist. ¶ Such a choice is as much a part of ego development ¶ as choosing ¶ to¶ resist (LaMothe, 2005). The ¶ wise use of our will can get us to the edge of the ¶ Ego and beyond; we can will ourselves into the ¶ act of surrender that carries us into the flow of possibilities and growth (Hart, 2000). 

We ¶ think¶ we live by virtues and influences that we can control, but we are governed by ¶ more than ourselves (Hawkins, 2002). World religion¶ s teach that the Ego interferes with ¶ detection of truth and cannot engage the bigger, systemic view of things (Leary, 2004). Central ¶ to personal development is the management of the Ego and surrendering to a more universal ¶ identity (Hidas, 1981). In lieu of more culturally ¶ sanctioned spiritual practices in the West, our ¶ need for universal identity and spiritual sustenanc¶ e comes by way of therapy (Some’, 1999), but ¶ Western therapy focuses heavily on ego strengthenin¶ g and can inadvertently build up the Ego’s ¶ narcissistic muscles. 

Recovery from any dysfunction as well as growth fr¶ om places of normality is dependent ¶ on the willingness to explore new ways of looking a¶ t things: to endure inner fears when belief  systems are shaken (Hawkins, 2002). By quieting the¶ Ego, we can soften its rigid influence and ¶ help to strengthen the health of the ego and assist¶ the act of surrender (Hidas, 1981; Leary, ¶ 2004). It is an act of ego strength void of Ego fix¶ ation (Hart, 2000). Surrender is the exercise of ¶ moral muscles. In surrender, the Ego may feel like ¶ it is dying, but the ego is sustained. In the ¶ initial efforts to exercise moral muscles, the Ego  will feel torn, but it is through that wound – a  sacred wound - that new ways of understanding arrive (Branscomb, 1991). 

We are complex systems. Systems are made up of systems and exist within ever larger ¶ systems within which paradox is characteristic and ¶ can be understood (Laszlo, 1996; Morin, ¶ 1999; Rowland, 1999). As long as the Ego functions ¶ with its narrow view, the paradox of human ¶ behavior can not be sufficiently contextualized and¶ it causes frustration. Curiously enough, ¶ motives to embrace change arise when the mind is challenged and puzzles are perceived ¶ (Baumeister & Vohs, 2002; Hawkins, 2002), and paradoxes are puzzles. The very fears and  obstacles that we perceive and resist ironically po¶ int us in the very direction of our own growth ¶ and serve as portals for surrender (Hart, 2000). Each surrender exposes us to a part of the larger ¶ systems within which we function. Through surrender¶ , the Ego can grasp paradox and greater ¶ truths. 

It is beneath the fears of the narrow Egoic system ¶ where one finds the curiosity and ¶ courage that is willing to risk and accept what unfolds, driven by a desire to connect (Grant, ¶ 1996). Surrender releases the perceived control to ¶ which the Ego clings and simultaneously ¶ releases of the burden ¶ of ¶ being in control (Branscomb, 1991). Surrender eases¶ the burden and ¶ grip of Egoic boundary control, relaxing narcissistic muscles in order to also flex and build the ¶ unintentionally neglected moral muscles.
And, Surrender is different than submission, compliance, or resignation.  Surrender yields unconditionally, unworried about preferences or expectations.  Only this authentic letting go is an act that create immediate, authentic, and lasting personal change.  

Moze 2007 [Mary Beth, Ph.D. in Personal Development and Transformation, “¶ Surrender: An Alchemical Act in Personal Transforma¶ tion ¶ “, Journal of Conscious Evolustion, http://www.cejournal.org/GRD/Surrender.pdf]

Before pursuing a definition of what surrender ¶ is¶ , it is helpful to benchmark what it is ¶ not.¶ Some terms are used synonymously with surrender but¶ have subtle shifts in meaning that differ ¶ significantly from the healthy version of surrender¶ that grounds this article. Those terms include ¶ submission, resignation, and compliance. 

Submission entails a role of domination by one over another and is a perversion of ¶ surrender (LaMothe, 2005). It is an individual’s conscious acceptance of reality but tainted with ¶ an unconscious unacceptance that harbors the desire¶ for eventual revenge (Tiebout, 1949). ¶ Submission sustains the tension between self and Other and houses distrust and a sense of ¶ betrayal (LaMothe, 2005; Tiebout, 1949). It is ofte¶ n a defense against hopelessness and the fear ¶ ¶ of the annihilation of one’s sense of identity (LaM¶ othe, 2005). It resembles surrender in its ¶ longing to know and be known, but cheats the process by sustaining a role of bondage and a ¶ sense of futility (Ghent, 1990). 

Resignation holds an element of judgment (Tolle, 1¶ 999) which is contrary to the ¶ unconditional nature of healthy surrender. Resignat¶ ion moves one into accordance with another, ¶ but not based on shared beliefs nor trust and often¶ as a result of exhausted failed efforts to ¶ negotiate a mutually satisfying interpersonal relat¶ ionship. It often accompanies the role of ¶ submission (Ghent, 1990). Both submission and resig¶ nation have a resistant quality about them ¶ which maintains an Egoic position, not a state of s¶ urrender. To a certain degree, there is a sense ¶ of longevity to the roles of submission and resigna¶ tion. 

In comparison, compliance has a temporariness abou¶ t it. Like resignation, it entails a ¶ going along with¶ attitude while not necessarily approving of that t¶ o which one resigns. However, ¶ compliance is more about saying yes in the moment m¶ ore for the sake of convenience than for ¶ the sake of acceptance. Compliance contributes to a¶ sense of guilt, inferiority, and shame for not ¶ standing up for oneself and it also deceives all of¶ those involved with the circumstance (Tiebout, ¶ 1953). 

The more inviting definition of surrender appeals ¶ to its resilient nature, not its resistant ¶ nature. Resistance operates against growth or chang¶ e and seeks to maintain the familiar, while ¶ surrender and resilience operate toward growth (Ghe¶ nt, 1990). Rather than an Egotistical defeat, ¶ healthy surrender is a compassionate giving over that rests on trust (LaMothe, 2005). Such ¶ surrender involves commitment, openness, soulful mo¶ tivation, and vibrancy. 

Total surrender unconditionally yields to what ¶ is¶ (Tolle, 1999) rather than to what one ¶ prefers¶ or ¶ expects¶ . It is a wholehearted acceptance of one’s percepti¶ on of reality and ¶ unreservedly yields to more than the Ego (Cohen, 20¶ 04; Jones, 1994; Tiebout, 1953). Judgments ¶ are suspended. One is involved in a code of integrity and unity with Other, and admits to not ¶ knowing the full meaning of an encounter, especiall¶ y in the moment it occurs (Parlee, 1993; ¶ Wolff, 1974). This allows for openness of experience and fully embraces the unknown (May, ¶ 2004). 

Surrender is liberation, expansion of self, and the letting down of defensive barriers ¶ (Ghent, 1990). It is something that takes place within one’s self and contingent only upon one’s ¶ willingness to let down the barriers that one alone¶ puts up: to give up resistances, defenses, and ¶ self-preconceptions in service of healing, acceptance, and seeking to know Other (Branscomb, ¶ 1993; Jones, 1994; Tiebout, 1949). Surrender is an ¶ existential reality that does not objectify self ¶ or Other and rather identifies with limitlessness (¶ May, 1982). Surrender need not be permanent; ¶ it can be a temporary relinquishment of control and¶ suspension of beliefs (Hart, 2000). It leaves ¶ intellectual knowledge in tact while releasing one ¶ to inquire further about truths (Rutledge, 2004) ¶ without an agenda for expected outcomes (Wolff, 197¶ 4). It involves curiosity that is attracted to ¶ meaning, not oddity. 

Surrender is a particular way of functioning, motivated by the longing for growth and ¶ connectedness (Ghent, 1990). It is soulful. Such willingness rests on and is motivated by trust, ¶ faith, hope, and heart based desires for meaning; i¶ t appeals to that which dignifies and ennobles ¶ (Hawkins, 2002). Surrender is an act of faith and a¶ statement of hope based on trust (Hart, 2000). ¶ Surrender of this nature reacquaints us with our hu¶ manness and innocence, not our individuality, ¶ and enables us to see the good in Other and in the ¶ world (Branscomb, 1993; Wolff, 1974). It ¶ nourishes the needs of the soul and gently releases¶ the wants of the Ego (Zukav, 1990). 

An ¶ act¶ of surrender is inevitably followed by a ¶ state ¶ of surrender (Tiebout, 1949), free of ¶ time and space (Hart, 2000). Surprisingly, surrender is vibrant, not passive. It is an intimate state ¶ of involvement (May, 1982) in which one actively co¶ nstructs an experience while choosing to ¶ give in – to lean in toward – another (LaMothe, 200¶ 5). There is a dynamic flow of emergence ¶ and waning that actualizes the potential for enhanc¶ ed meaning and communion with Other ¶ (LaMothe, 2005). One does not passively tolerate a ¶ situation nor cease personal action; instead, ¶ there is an awareness and reciprocity of responsive¶ ness that is improvisational and uncontrolling ¶ (Rutledge, 2004; Tolle, 1999). To improvise is to b¶ e intuitively creative; it is a universal ¶ capacity! 

I do not posit a linear relationship between trust¶ , commitment, openness, soulful ¶ motivation, and vibrancy. The literature does not s¶ uggest anything in this regard. What is ¶ noteworthy is the simultaneous simplicity and compl¶ exity of a resilient act of surrender. It is ¶ alchemical. It is not an act that simply initiates ¶ a natural progression of potential change; it is an¶ innately complex function that transmutes one way o¶ f being into another. 

I hesitate to offer a definition of surrender, fea¶ ring that it will be concretized. Surrender ¶ has a wholesomeness that is elusive and not easily ¶ definable. For the sake of grounding the ¶ remaining contents of this article, I offer the fol¶ lowing definition as support, not absolute. ¶ Surrender is a trusting act to which one fully commits and lets go of absolute perceived ¶ control and personal defenses in order to step into¶ a limitless unknown and actively ¶ engage Other, allowing for the potential discovery ¶ of greater truths while being ¶ unattached to any expected outcomes. ¶ Even more simply stated, surrender is a faithful ge¶ sture toward knowing Other and being known.

And, by promoting this sort of reflection and thought through the act of surrender, we promote a shift in citizen and congressional opinions on the war on terror—the aff is the sort of painful self-examination that creates change

Grieder, 2004 [William Greider, a prominent political journalist and author, has been a reporter for more than 35 years for newspapers, magazines and television..¶ He is the author of the national bestsellers One World, Ready or Not, Secrets of the Temple and Who Will Tell The People. In the award-winning Secrets of the Temple, he offered a critique of the Federal Reserve system. Greider has also served as a correspondent for six Frontline documentaries on PBS, including "Return to Beirut," which won an Emmy in 1985.  “Under the Banner ofthe‘War’ on Terror” http://samizdat.cc/shelf/documents/2004/06.07-greider/greider.pdf]

An important question remains for Americans to ponder: Why have most people¶ submitted so willingly 

to a new political order organized around fear? Other nations¶ have confronted terrorism of a more sustained nature without coming thoroughly un-¶ hinged. I remember living in London briefly in the¶ 1970s¶ s, when¶ IRA¶ bombings were a¶ frequent occurrence. Daily life continued with stiff¶ -upper-lip reserve (police searched¶ ladies’ handbags at restaurants, but did not pat down the gentlemen). We can only spec-¶ ulate on answers. Was it the uniquely horrific quality of the¶ 9/11¶ attacks? Or the fact¶ that, unlike Europe, the continental United States has never been bombed? For mod-¶ ern Americans, war’s destruction is a foreign experience, though the United States has¶ participated in many conflicts on foreign soil. Despite the patriotic breast-beating, are¶ we closet wimps? America’s exaggerated expressions of fear may look to others like a¶ surprising revelation of weakness.

My own suspicion is that many Americans have enjoyed Bush’s “terror war” more¶ than they wish to admit. Feeling scared can be oddly pleasurable, like participating in¶ a real-life action thriller, when one is allied in imagined combat with a united country¶ of brave patriots. The plot line is simple—good guys against satanic forces—and pushes¶ aside doubts and ambiguities, like why exactly these people are out to get us. Does our¶ own behavior in the world have anything to do with it? No, they resent us because¶ we are so virtuous—kind, free, wealthy, democratic. The contest, as framed by Bush,¶ invites Americans to indulge in a luxurious sense of self-pity—poor, powerful America,¶ so innocent and yet so misunderstood. America’s exaggerated fear of unknown “others”¶ is perhaps an unconscious inversion of its exaggerated claims of power.

The only way out of this fog of pretension is painful self-examination by Americans— cutting our fears down to more plausible terms and facing the complicated realities of¶ our role in the world. The spirited opposition that arose to Bush’s war in Iraq is a good¶ starting place, because citizens raised real questions that were brushed aside. I don’t think¶ most Americans are interested in imperial rule, but they were grossly misled by patriotic¶ rhetoric. Now is the time for sober, serious teach-ins that lay out the real history of power in the world, and that also explain the positive and progressive future that is¶ possible. Once citizens have constructed a clear-eyed, dissenting version of our situation,¶ perhaps politicians can also be liberated from exaggerated fear. The self-imposed destruc-¶ tion that has flowed from Bush’s logic cannot be stopped until a new cast of leaders steps¶ forward to guide the country. This transformation begins by changing Presidents.

Our advocacy is a thought experiment that is both personal and political --- what does it mean that we were wrong about fighting terrorists?  What does it mean that we couldn’t win?  This change on the political, psychological, and personal levels allows us to reclaim our moral compass, resist the fantasy of total control, and change the way future and current leaders deal with feelings of vulnerability

Lifton, 2003 [Robert Jay Lifton, Visiting Professor of Psychiatry at Harvard Medical School, previously Distinguished Professor of Psychiatry and Psychology at the Graduate School and Director of The Center on Violence and Human Survival at John Jay College of Criminal Justice at the City University of New York, 2003 (Superpower Syndrome: America’s Apocalyptic Confrontation With The World, Published by Thunder’s Mouth Press / Nation Books, ISBN 1560255129, p. 188-192)]

We can do better. America is capable of wiser, more measured approaches, more humane applications of our considerable power and influence in the world. These may not be as far away as they now seem, and can be made closer by bringing our imaginations to bear on them. Change must be political, of course, but certain psychological contours seem necessary to it. As a start, we do not have to collude in partitioning the world into two contending apocalyptic forces. We are capable instead of reclaiming our moral compass, of finding further balance in our national behavior. So intensely have we embraced superpower syndrome that emerging from it is not an easy task. Yet in doing so we would relieve ourselves of a burden of our own creation—the psychic burden of insistent illusion. For there is no [end page 189] greater weight than that one takes on when pursuing total power. We need to draw a new and different lesson from Lord Acton's nineteenth-century assertion: "Power tends to corrupt and absolute power corrupts absolutely." Acton was not quite right. The corruption begins not with the acquisition of power but with the quest for and claim to absolute power. Ever susceptible to the seductive promise that twenty-first-century technology can achieve world control, the superpower can best resist that temptation by recognizing the corruption connected with that illusion. STEPPING OFF THE TREADMILL To renounce the claim to total power would bring relief not only to everyone else, but, soon enough, to citizens of the superpower itself. For to live out superpower syndrome is to place oneself on a treadmill that eventually has to break down. In its efforts to rule the world and to determine history, the United States is, in actuality, working against itself, subjecting itself to constant failure. It becomes a Sisyphus with bombs, able to set off explosions but unable to cope with its own burden, unable to roll its heavy stone to the top of the hill in Hades. Perhaps the crucial step in ridding ourselves of superpower syndrome is recognizing that history cannot be controlled, fluidly or otherwise. Stepping off the superpower treadmill would also enable us to cease being a nation ruled by fear. [end page 190] Renouncing omnipotence might make our leaders—or at least future leaders—themselves less fearful of weakness, and diminish their inclination to instill fear in their people as a means of enlisting them for military efforts at illusory world hegemony. Without the need for invulnerability, everyone would have much less to be afraid of. What we call the historical process is largely unpredictable, never completely manageable. All the more so at a time of radical questioning of the phenomenon of nationalism and its nineteenth- and twentieth-century excesses. In addition, there has been a general decline in confidence in the nation state, and in its ability to protect its people from larger world problems such as global warming or weapons of mass destruction. The quick but dangerous substitute is the superpower, which seeks to fill the void with a globalized, militarized extension of American nationalism. The traditional nation state, whatever its shortcomings, could at least claim to be grounded in a specific geographic area and a particular people or combination of peoples. The superpower claims to "represent" everyone on earth, but it lacks legitimacy in the eyes of those it seeks to dominate, while its leaders must struggle to mask or suppress their own doubts about any such legitimacy. The American superpower is an artificial construct, widely perceived as illegitimate, whatever the acquiescence it coerces in others. Its reign is therefore inherently unstable. Indeed, its reach for full-scale world domination [end page 191] marks the beginning of its decline. A large task for the world, and for Americans in particular, is the early recognition and humane management of that decline.
Rather than singlehanded solving everything in one shot, surrender sets off an avalanche of conversation and questioning that activates our conscience.  Only this process can engage both formal legal discourse and social movements—conscience is the one kernel of humanity that exists in every context, it is the lynchpin for producing change

.  

Marwick, 2010[Michael Marwick brings twenty years of experience, including work in the senior management group of the Ontario Human Rights Commission, to his examination of democracy, social diversity and communication. In both his teaching and community engagement practices, Michael has helped students, Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal governments, non-profit organizations and businesses build their capacities to tackle the full spectrum of contentious social issues. “TERROR AND DEMOCRATIC COMMUNICATION”  http://summit.sfu.ca/item/9989]

At the same time, the messianic presidency as sovereign power is the product of continual¶ negotiation, and its powers of vivification and vivisection do not—indeed cannot—¶ extirpate the operation of conscience. Against the facts of the war on terror, I argue for the¶ role of conscience in democratic communication, across the full range of cultural¶ expression, from formal political and jurisprudential discourse to movements of social¶ change and popular culture. Democratic communication persists even in the midst of bare¶ life as the site of the public operation of conscience, of knowing together. It is the assertion of¶ conscience against sovereign power, not through grand narratives or defiant, beautiful acts¶ of hopelessness but through our agonistic and reflexive encounters in a plurality of¶ worldviews. The point, therefore, of Kymlicka’s “equality between groups, and freedom¶ within groups” is not to isolate conscience as an insular entity, but rather to allow us to¶ meet each other and contend with each other over the big questions 
about human¶ existence, to get to the truth and to order our affairs to suit our best understanding about¶ these questions. The project of democratic communication is not to create zones of¶ exclusion for our creative self-fashioning, it is to allow us to take seriously the content of¶ each other’s lives, to discern therein insights into the way we understand ourselves as¶ human persons. In this sense, democratic communication necessarily involves the ongoing¶ articulation and deconstruction of ontological claims, not to rid us of metaphysics but¶ instead—agonistically, empathetically—to find our own voice in it.
The act of surrender allows us to put paradoxical ideas in play and opens the gateway for actual change.  
Moze 2007 [Mary Beth, Ph.D. in Personal Development and Transformation, “¶ Surrender: An Alchemical Act in Personal Transforma¶ tion ¶ “, Journal of Conscious Evolution, http://www.cejournal.org/GRD/Surrender.pdf]

Paradox¶ Surrender ¶ is¶ a paradoxical phenomenon (Wallace, 2001), and so is the process of  transformation and the bulk of human experience (Fe¶ rendo, 2005; Viorst, 1998).  

Paradox exhibits the inexplicable, and this is difficult to embrace in Western culture ¶ because it goes against our preferential grain of l¶ ogic and reason. We experience a contradiction ¶ and yet discern truth within it. In the act and state of surrender, there is a balance point between ¶ being in control and letting go; a paradox of being¶ voluntary ¶ and¶ involuntary (Rutledge, 2004). ¶ An outcome of surrender is becoming more open and t¶ rusting while gaining wisdom: the paradox ¶ of becoming younger (more childlike in curiosity) a¶ nd older (wiser) at the same time ¶ (Branscomb, 1993). The Ego seeks to sustain control¶ and yet, in the process of surrender – the ¶ very act it fights against – it gains more control ¶ (Jones, 1994; May, 1982). 

Paradox is evidenced when we act in contradiction to the very behavior that we believe ¶ will produce preferable outcomes (Leary, 2004). We ¶ reason one way but act in another. By ¶ acknowledging and accepting the paradox of our ways¶ , we can help to avoid deducing inaccurate ¶ conclusions about ourselves and others (Leary, 2004¶ ), and open the gateway for surrender and ¶ personal growth. In surrender, we release the burde n of our inadequate ¶ perceived ¶ control and ¶ gain proficiency over that which we ¶ can¶ control. 

Notice that paradox can only exist when there are expectations. Without expectations, ¶ occurrences simply are what they are, not judged against an expectation or a standard. ¶ This¶ is the ¶ challenge for the Ego: quelling its certainties and¶ managing its inclination to control and judge ¶ via expectations. Surrender accepts what ¶ is. 

