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Education asEnforcement

The first volume to focus on the intersections of militarization, corporations, and
education, Education as Enforcement exposed the many ways in which schooling
has become a means through which the expansion of global corporate power is
enforced. Since publication of the first edition, these trends have increased to dis-
turbing levels as a result of the extensive militarization of civil society, the implo-
sion of the neoconservative movement, and the financial meltdown that radically
called into question the basic assumptions undergirding neoliberal ideology. An
understanding of the enforcement of these corporate economic imperatives
remains essential to a critical discussion of related militarized trends in schools,
whether through accountability and standards, school security, or other discipline-
based reforms. 

Education as Enforcement, Second Edition elaborates upon the central argu-
ments of the first edition and updates readers on how recent events have reinforced
their continued original relevance. In addition to substantive updates to several
original chapters, this second edition includes a new foreword by Henry Giroux, a
new introduction, and four new chapters that reveal the most contemporary
expressions of the militarization and corporatization of education. New topics
covered in this collection include zero-tolerance, foreign and second language
instruction in the post-9/11 context, the rise of single-sex classrooms, and the inter-
section of the militarization and corporatization of schools under the Obama
administration.

Kenneth J. Saltman is Professor of Educational Policy Studies and Research at
DePaul University. 

David A. Gabbard is Professor in the Department of Curriculum and Instruction at
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Foreword

GOVERNING THROUGH CRIME AND 
THE PEDAGOGY OF PUNISHMENT
Henry A. Giroux

Hannah Arendt once wrote that 

Education is the point at which we decide whether we love the world enough
to assume responsibility for it and by the same token save it from ruin. . . . [It
is also] where we decide whether we love our children enough not to expel
them from our world and leave them to their own devices, nor to strike from
their hands their chance of undertaking something new, something unforeseen
by us, but to prepare them in advance for the task of renewing a common
world.1

Arendt recognized that education was an important site of struggle, but she never
could have anticipated that it would, instead, become an institution for punishing
those very young people whose fate, if not the fate of democracy itself, it was once
willing to assume responsibility for. Nor could she have imagined how a creeping
militarization and pedagogy of punishment would eventually permeate all aspects
of daily life, especially public education. 

In a society that has increasingly separated economics from ethics and allows the
market to drive politics, it is not surprising that with the destruction of the social
state the only political model left for shaping society largely comes from the merg-
ing of corporations and prisons. As the social contract is annihilated through the
growing commodification and militarization of American society, those institu-
tions that were once designated as central to reproducing civic values, the public
good, and democracy itself are now seen as the weak link in the emergence of a new
kind of sovereignty in which the logic of privatization is coupled with the heavy
hand of a state that increasingly trades in punishment, surveillance, control, and
containment. Nowhere is this more obvious than in the transformation of the pub-
lic school into a breeding ground for producing consumers, on the one hand, and
for imposing harsh disciplinary practices on those students marginalized by race
and class, on the other. In this instance, the school as a public good has been trans-
formed into either a training ground for a consumer society or a pipeline for chan-
neling disposable populations into the grim confines of the criminal justice system.
The principal premise behind Education as Enforcement is not that schools have
been transformed simply into an adjunct of the corporations or that they are
increasingly treated as a private good, but that they are subject to a new kind of
militarizing logic in which the elements of surveillance, control, containment, and
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punishment are geared towards preparing young people for a society in which they
become both targeted for criminal behavior and disciplined under the rubric of a
state that now governs through crime. Schools are increasingly structured by a bio-
political discourse of crime, punishment, and control in which matters of educa-
tion give way to modes of governance in which the only legitimate discourse is
drawn from the harsh disciplinary practices of prison culture and the national
security state. Viewed as a threat to the present, youth have been removed from the
discourse of nurturance, safety, and empowerment. As Jean-Marie Durand points
out: “Youth is no longer considered the world’s future, but as a threat to its pres-
ent. Vis-à-vis youth, there is no longer any political discourse except for a discipli-
nary one.”2 In this discourse, both “the figure of the child and the cultural capital
of youth” are being radically reconfigured as to undermine the rights young 
people have as rights-bearing citizens.3

As Education as Enforcement makes clear, we have entered a period in the
United States in which the impulse to privatize all social ills is supplemented by a
state that uses the prison as a model for disciplining those populations and public
spaces that either fail as a source for quick, short term investments, do not offer
unquestioning obedience to the state, or function as upscale consumers. For poor
minority youth, the harsh realities of militarization produce a school culture in
which critical pedagogies are replaced by penal pedagogies, while the appeal to
safety becomes a euphemism if not a legitimation for lock-down protocols, zero
tolerance policies, and the increasing presence of armed police and security guards
in the schools. 

The larger cultural economy of surveillance, containment, punishment, and dis-
posability shapes the governing structures of schooling and further legitimates
how other public spheres are regulated under the auspices of a bio-politics of pun-
ishment and disposability. For instance, the criminalization of social problems
enforced through a pedagogy of punishment now transforms public housing into
hyper ghettos,4 schools into prison-like cultures, juvenile detention centers into
utterly brutalizing camps,5 and prisons into human waste dumps largely for poor
minorities. High-intensity policing is no longer merely a tactic or policy, it has
become a mode of governance and, as Education as Enforcement makes clear, such
practices are saturated with ideological elements and a form of public pedagogy
that both drive and help to legitimate the corporate and punishing state. Tyson
Lewis is right in arguing that in the 

surveillance economy of contemporary schooling . . . the overall conflation of
safety with surveillance and security with militarism is part and parcel of a
largely neoconservative and neoliberal agenda that is bent on retracting civil
liberties and expanding the disciplinary mechanisms of the police state.6

Brutalizing and punishing custodial ideologies are underwritten with public
pedagogies that assert that social responsibility is passé, the private good trumps
the public good, dependency is a pathology, social problems can be explained
exclusively through the lens of character and a failure of individual responsibility,
and that the market is the template for defining who counts and should be
included, and who might be considered excess and ultimately disposable. Schools
are simply one site where persistent racism, poverty, and other modes of exclusion
are largely governed through a youth crime complex in which students are treated
as if they were potential criminals, subject to modes of control, containment, and
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discipline that mirror the culture of prisons. If brands are the language of the larger
society, the discourse of crime, discipline, and disposability has become the vocab-
ulary through which we now define many of our young people, especially those
who are viewed as flawed consumers, immigrants, or the racial other. In what fol-
lows, I want to focus on how a society governed through crime combines its under-
standing of schooling with a penal pedagogy of punishment and what this suggests
as policy that must be named and resisted and also what such practices say about
how we might understand the crisis of enforcement as part of a larger crisis of
youth, schooling, and democracy, an issue that is implied or directly addressed in
every chapter of Education as Enforcement.

The shift to a society now governed through crime, market-driven values, and
the politics of disposability has radically transformed the public school as a site for
a civic and critical education. One major effect can be seen in the increasingly pop-
ular practice of organizing schools through disciplinary practices that closely
resemble the culture of the prisons.7 For instance, many public schools, tradition-
ally viewed as nurturing, youth-friendly spaces dedicated to protecting and edu-
cating children, have become one of the most punitive institutions young people
now face—on a daily basis. Educating for citizenship, work, and the public good
has been replaced with models of schooling in which students, especially poor
minority youth, are viewed narrowly either as a threat or as perpetrators of vio-
lence. When not viewed as potential criminals, they are positioned as infantilized
potential victims of crime (on the Internet, at school, and in other youth spheres)
who must endure modes of governing that are demeaning and repressive. Jonathan
Simon captures this transformation of schools from a public good to a security risk
in the following comment:

Today, in the United States, it is crime that dominates the symbolic passage-
way to school and citizenship. And behind this surface, the pathways of
knowledge and power within the school are increasingly being shaped by
crime as the model problem, and tools of criminal justice as the dominant tech-
nologies. Through the introduction of police, probation officers, prosecutors,
and a host of private security professionals into the schools, new forms of
expertise now openly compete with pedagogic knowledge and authority for
shaping routines and rituals of schools. . . . At its core, the implicit fallacy dom-
inating many school policy debates today consists of a gross conflation of vir-
tually all the vulnerabilities of children and youth into variations on the theme
of crime. This may work to raise the salience of education on the public
agenda, but at the cost to students of an education embedded with themes of
“accountability,” “zero tolerance,” and “norm shaping.”8

As the logic of the market and “the crime complex”9 frame a number of social
actions in schools, students are subjected to three particularly offensive policies,
often defended by school authorities and politicians under the rubric of school
safety. First, students are increasingly subjected to zero-tolerance laws that are
used primarily to punish, repress, and exclude them. Second, they are increasingly
subjected to a “crime complex” in which the harsh disciplinary practices of secu-
rity staff now displace the normative functions teachers once provided both in and
outside of the classroom. Third, more and more schools are breaking down the
space between education and juvenile delinquency, substituting penal pedagogies
for critical learning and replacing a school culture that fosters a discourse of 
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possibility with a culture of fear and social control. Consequently, many youth,
especially poor minorities in urban school systems, are not just being suspended or
expelled from school but also have to bear the terrible burden of being ushered into
the dark precincts of juvenile detention centers, adult courts, and prison.

Once seen as an invaluable public good and laboratory for critical learning and
engaged citizenship, public schools are increasingly viewed as sites of crime, ware-
houses, or containment centers. Consequently, students are also re-conceived
through the optic of crime as populations to be managed and controlled primarily
by security forces. In accordance with this perception of students as potential crim-
inals and the school as a site of disorder and delinquency, schools across the coun-
try since the 1980s have implemented zero-tolerance policies that involve the
automatic imposition of severe penalties for first offenses of a wide range of unde-
sirable, but often harmless, behaviors. Based on the assumption that schools are
rife with crime and fueled by the emergence of a number of state and federal laws
such as the Gun-Free Schools Act of 1994, mandatory sentencing legislation, and
the popular “three strikes and you’re out” policy, many educators first invoked
zero tolerance rules against kids who brought firearms to schools—this was exac-
erbated by the high-profile school shootings in the mid-1990s, the tragic shootings
at Columbine High School on April 20, 1999, and the more recent shootings at
Virginia Tech. But as the climate of fear increased, the assumption that schools
were dealing with a new breed of student—violent, amoral, and apathetic—began
to take hold in the public imagination. Moreover, as school safety became a top
educational priority, zero tolerance policies were broadened and now include a
range of behavioral infractions that encompass everything from possessing drugs
or weapons to threatening other students—all broadly conceived. Under zero tol-
erance policies, forms of punishments that were once applied to adults now apply
to first graders. Students who violate what appears to be the most minor rules—
such as a dress code violation—are increasingly subjected to zero tolerance laws
that have a disparate impact on students of color while being needlessly punitive.
The punitive nature of the zero tolerance approach is on display in a number of
cases where students have had to face harsh penalties that defy human compassion
and reason. For example, the recently high-profile case of Zachary Christie, a six-
year-old first grader, who received a 45-day suspension because he brought to
school his favorite Cub Scout camping utensil, which can serve as a knife, fork, and
spoon. Rather than be treated as a young boy who made a simple mistake, he was
treated by the school as a suspect, who deserved to be punished. It seems that the
only thing being punished in this case was informed reason and critical judgment.
Because of the national publicity the case received, school officials modified their
decision and allowed the boy to return to school. Most children who confront
these harsh disciplinary procedures are not so lucky. One typical example includes
the case of an eight-year-old boy in the first grade at a Miami Elementary School
who took a table knife to his school, using it to rob a classmate of $1 in lunch
money. School officials claimed he was facing “possible expulsion and charges of
armed robbery.”10 In another instance that took place in December 2004, 

Porsche, a fourth-grade student at a Philadelphia, PA, elementary school, was
yanked out of class, handcuffed, taken to the police station and held for eight
hours for bringing a pair of eight-inch scissors to school. She had been using
the scissors to work on a school project at home. School district officials
acknowledged that the young girl was not using the scissors as a weapon or
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threatening anyone with them, but scissors qualified as a potential weapon
under state law.11

It gets worse. Adopting a rigidly authoritarian zero tolerance school discipline
policy, the following incident in the Chicago Public School system signals both bad
faith and terrible judgment on the part of educators implementing these practices.
According to the report Education on Lockdown, 

in February 2003, a 7-year-old boy was cuffed, shackled, and forced to lie face
down for more than an hour while being restrained by a security officer at
Parker Community Academy on the Southwest Side. Neither the principal nor
the assistant principal came to the aid of the first grader, who was so trauma-
tized by the event he was not able to return to school.12

Traditionally, students who violated school rules and the rights of others were
sent to the principal’s office, guidance counselor, or another teacher. Corrective
discipline in most cases was a matter of judgment and deliberation generally han-
dled within the school by the appropriate administrator or teacher. Under such cir-
cumstances, young people could defend themselves, the context of their rule
violation was explored (including underlying issues, such as problems at home,
that may have triggered the behavior in the first place), and the discipline they
received was suited to the nature of the offense. In other words, teachers and school
administrators did what they were supposed to do: listen and exercise discriminat-
ing judgment before deciding how to handle an infraction. In our current era of
standardized testing, however, reason and judgment have been thrown out the
window, even in the day-to-day instructional practices of teachers, who are
increasingly deskilled and forced to act as semi-robotic technicians—good for lit-
tle more than teaching-to-the-test. This loss of autonomy results in the sabotaging
of critical education and the rise of a culture of security that now defines schools
through the narrow optics of measurement and discipline. Today, as school dis-
tricts link up with law enforcement agencies, young people find themselves not
only being expelled or suspended in record rates but also being “subject to citations
or arrests and referrals to juvenile or criminal courts.”13 Students who break even
minor rules, such as pouring a glass of milk on another student or engaging in a
school yard fight, have been removed from the normal school population, handed
over to armed police, arrested, handcuffed, shoved into patrol cars, taken to jail,
fingerprinted, and subjected to the harsh dictates of the juvenile and criminal jus-
tice systems. 

How educators think about children through a vocabulary that has shifted from
hope to punishment is evident in the effects of zero tolerance policies, which crim-
inalize student behavior in ways that take an incalculable toll on their lives and
their future. As the nationally syndicated journalist Ellen Goodman points out,
zero tolerance has become a code word for a “quick and dirty way of kicking kids
out” of school.14 This becomes clear as cities such as Denver and Chicago, in their
eagerness to appropriate and enforce zero tolerance policies in their districts, do
less to create a safe environment for students than to simply kick more young peo-
ple out of the public school system. These are not the young people who attract the
attention of our dominant media, but poor white, brown, and black kids who are
increasingly seen as disposable. They are children who represent the collateral
damage of a test-based, privatization approach to “educational excellence.” In this
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vision of schooling, numerical increases in standardized test scores become more
than measuring academic achievement, they also become the main pedagogical
tool for excluding those youth who are seen as utterly disposable because they do
not do well in this narrow and utterly unimaginative and narrowly empirical-based
approach to teaching and learning. For example, between 2000 and 2004, the
Denver Public School System experienced a 71 percent increase in the number of
student referrals to law enforcement, many for non-violent behaviors. The
Chicago School System in 2003 had over 8,000 students arrested, often for trivial
infractions such as pushing, tardiness, and using spitballs. As part of a human
waste management system, zero tolerance policies have been responsible for sus-
pending and expelling black students in record high numbers. For instance, “in
2000, Blacks were 17 percent of public school enrollment nationwide and 34 per-
cent of suspensions.”15 And when poor black youth are not being suspended under
the merger of school security and law and order policies, they are increasingly at
risk of falling into the school-to-prison pipeline. As the Advancement Project
points out, the racial disparities in school suspensions, expulsions, and arrests
feeds and mirrors similar disparities in the juvenile and criminal justice systems. 

. . . in 2002, Black youths made up 16% of the juvenile population but were
43% of juvenile arrests, while White youths were 78% of the juvenile popula-
tion but 55% of juvenile arrests. Further, in 1999, minority youths accounted
for 34% of the U.S. juvenile population but 62% of the youths in juvenile
facilities. Because higher rates of suspensions and expulsions are likely to lead
to higher rates of juvenile incarceration, it is not surprising that Black and
Latino youths are disproportionately represented among young people held in
juvenile prisons.16

The city of Chicago, which has a predominantly black student population,
implemented a take-no-prisoners approach in its use of zero tolerance policies, and
the racially skewed consequences are visible in grim statistics that reveal how
“every day, on average, more than 266 suspensions are doled out . . . during the
school year.” Moreover, the number of expulsions has “mushroomed from 32 in
1995 to 3000 in the school year 2003–2004,”17 most affecting poor black youth. 

As the culture of fear, crime, and repression dominate American public schools,
the culture of schooling is reconfigured through the allocation of resources used
primarily to hire more police, security staff, and technologies of control and sur-
veillance. In some cases, schools such as the Palm Beach County system have estab-
lished their own police departments. Saturating schools with police and security
personnel has created a host of problems for schools, teachers, and students,
including the diminishment of financial resources otherwise used for actually
enhancing learning. In many cases, the police and security guards assigned to
schools are not properly trained to deal with students and often use their authority
in ways that extend far beyond what is either reasonable or even legal. When
Mayor Bloomberg in 1998 allowed control of safety to be transferred to the New
York Police Department (NYPD), the effect was not only a boom in the number of
police and school safety agents but also an intensification of abuse, harassments,
and arrests of students throughout the school system. 

In Criminalizing the Classroom, Elora Mukherjee describes some of the disrup-
tions caused by a roving metal detector program in which the NYPD officers arrive
at a school unannounced and submit all students to metal detector scans:
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As soon as it was implemented, the program began to cause chaos and lost
instructional time at targeted schools, each morning transforming an ordinary
city school into a massive police encampment with dozens of police vehicles,
as many as sixty SSAs [School Security Agents] and NYPD officers, and long
lines of students waiting to pass through the detectors to get to class.18

As Mukherjee points out, the program does far more than delay classes and
instructional time; it also fosters abuse and violence as typified by the following
incident at Wadleigh Secondary School on November 17, 2006:

The officers did not limit their search to weapons and other illegal items. They
confiscated cell phones, iPods, food, school supplies, and other personal
items. Even students with very good reasons to carry a cell phone were given
no exemption. A young girl with a pacemaker told an officer that she needed
her cell phone in case of a medical emergency, but the phone was seized
nonetheless. When a student wandered out of line, officers screamed, “Get the
fuck back in line!” When a school counselor asked the officers to refrain from
cursing, one officer retorted, “I can do and say whatever I want,” and contin-
ued, with her colleagues, to curse.19

Many students in New York City have claimed that the police are often disre-
spectful and verbally abusive, stating that 

police curse at them, scream at them, treat them like criminals, and are on
“power trips.”. . . At Martin Luther King Jr. High School, one student
reported, SSAs refer to students as “baby Rikers,” implying that they are con-
victs-in-waiting. At Louis D. Brandeis High School, SSAs degrade students
with comments like, “That girl has no ass.”20

In some cases, students who had severe health problems had their phones taken
away and when they protested were either arrested or assaulted. Mukherjee
reports that 

A school aide at Paul Robeson High School witnessed a Sergeant yell at, push,
and then physically assault a child who would not turn over his cell phone.
The Sergeant hit the child in the jaw, wrestled him to the ground, handcuffed
him, removed him from school premises, and confined him at the local
precinct.21

There have also been cases of teachers and administrators being verbally abused,
assaulted, and arrested while trying to protect students from overzealous security
personnel or police officers.

Under such circumstances, schools begin to take on the obscene and violent con-
tours one associates with maximum security prisons: unannounced locker
searches, armed police patrolling the corridors, mandatory drug testing, and the
ever present phalanx of lock-down security devices such as metal detectors, X-ray
machines, surveillance cameras, and other technologies of fear and control. Appre-
ciated less for their capacity to be educated than for the threat they pose to adults,
students are now treated as if they were inmates, often humiliated, detained,
searched, and in some cases arrested. Randall Beger is right in suggesting that the
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new “security culture in public schools [has] turned them into ‘learning prisons’
where the students unwittingly become ‘guinea pigs’ to test the latest security
devices.”22

Poor black and Latino male youth are particularly at risk in this mix of demonic
representation and punitive modes of control, as they are the primary object of not
only racist stereotypes but also a range of disciplinary policies that criminalize their
behavior.23 Such youth, increasingly viewed as a burden and dispensable, now bear
the brunt of these assaults by being expelled from schools, tried in the criminal jus-
tice system as adults, and arrested and jailed at rates that far exceed their white
counterparts.24 While black children make up only 15 percent of the juvenile pop-
ulation in the United States, they account for 46 percent of those put behind bars
and 52 percent of those whose cases end up in adult criminal courts. Shockingly, in
the land of the free and the home of the brave, “[a] jail or detention cell after a child
or youth gets into trouble is the only universally guaranteed child policy in Amer-
ica.”25

Students being miseducated, criminalized, and arrested through a form of penal
pedagogy in locked-down schools that resemble prisons is a cruel reminder of the
degree to which mainstream politicians and the American public have turned their
backs on young people in general and poor minority youth in particular. As
schools are reconfigured around the model of the prison, crime becomes the cen-
tral metaphor used to define the nature of schooling while criminalizing the behav-
ior of young people becomes the most valued strategy in mediating the relationship
between educators and students. The consequences of these policies for young peo-
ple suggest not only an egregious abdication of responsibility—as well as reason,
judgment, and restraint—on the part of administrators, teachers, and parents, but
also a new role for schools as they become more prison-like, eagerly adapting to
their role as an adjunct of the punishing state. 

As schools define themselves through the lens of crime and merge with the dic-
tates of the penal system, they eliminate a critical and nurturing space in which to
educate and protect children in accordance with the ideals of a democratic society.
As a central institution in the youth disposability industry, public schools now
serve to discipline and warehouse youth, while they also put in place a circuit of
policies and practices to make it easier for minority youth to move from schools
into the juvenile justice system and eventually into prison. The combination of
school punishments and criminal penalties has proven a lethal mix for many poor
minority youth and has transformed schools from spaces of youth advocacy, pro-
tection, hope, and equity to military fortresses, increasingly well-positioned to
mete out injustice and humiliation, transforming the once nurturing landscapes
that young people are compelled to inhabit. Rather than confront the war on
youth, especially the increasing criminalization of their behavior, schools now
adopt policies that both participate in and legitimate the increasing absorption of
young people into the juvenile and adult criminal justice system. Although state
repression aimed at children is not new, what is unique about the current histori-
cal moment is that the forces of domestic militarization are expanding, making it
easier to put young people in jail rather than to provide them with the education,
services, and care they need to face the growing problems characteristic of a
democracy under siege. War abroad takes a toll not only in the needless loss of lives
but also diverts valuable resources from expanding public goods, especially
schools and the quality of lives of the young people who inhabit them. As minority
youth increasingly become the object of severe disciplinary practices in public
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schools, many often find themselves vulnerable and powerless as they are thrown
into juvenile and adult courts, or even worse, into overcrowded and dangerous
juvenile correctional institutions and sometimes adult prisons.

Under this insufferable climate of increased repression and unabated exploita-
tion, young people and communities of color become the new casualties in an
ongoing war against justice, freedom, social citizenship, and democracy. Given the
switch in public policy from social investment to a policy of testing, measurement,
and punishment that President Obama and the Secretary of Education, Arne Dun-
can, seem willing to support, it is clear that schools will continue to be the objects
of malign neglect, viewed less as a public good than a public pathology. Moreover,
as government policy continues to push for high-stakes testing, militarizing
schools, and addressing educational reform through the support of charter
schools, it is clear that young people for whom race and class loom large have
become disposable and will be the first to be neglected and eventually punished. 

How much longer can a nation ignore those youth who lack the resources and
opportunities that were available, in a partial and incomplete way, to previous gen-
erations? And what does it mean when a nation becomes frozen ethically, politi-
cally, and imaginatively in providing its youth with a future of hope and
opportunity? Where is the formative democratic culture that young people can
inhabit and learn in order to keep the promise of an aspiring democracy alive?
How can a democracy survive when the school becomes one of the most anti-dem-
ocratic institutions in society? I want to conclude by going back to Hannah
Arendt’s concern with the importance of education and her argument that a crisis
becomes a disaster when we fail to respond to it with the level of thoughtfulness,
moral energy, and critical judgment it requires. Education is now the central crisis
of our times not because children do poorly on various measurable tests, but
because it is increasingly difficult to imagine its relationship to democracy, social
change, and the possibility of a just and secure future. Increasingly held hostage to
the interests of the corporations, the national security state, and the punishing
state, education has become a site of low intensity warfare waged both against
young people and the very possibility of critical thought, agency, and social
responsibility. Clearly, these are dark times, but by making these issues visible
Education as Enforcement opens up the possibility of not only addressing them but
also working towards overcoming these problems and reclaiming education as a
democratic public sphere. 
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INTRODUCTION TO THE FIRST EDITION
Kenneth J. Saltman

Military generals running schools, students in uniforms, metal detectors, police presence,
high-tech ID card dog tags, real-time Internet-based surveillance cameras, mobile hidden
surveillance cameras, security consultants, chain-link fences, surprise searches—as U.S.
public schools invest in record levels of school security apparatus they increasingly resem-
ble the military and prisons. Yet it would be a mistake to understand the school security
craze as merely a mass media spectacle in the wake of Columbine and other recent high-
profile shootings. And it would be myopic to fail to grasp the extent of public school milita-
rization, its recent history, and its uses prior to the sudden interest it has garnered following
September 11. 

This book argues that militarized education in the United States needs to be understood
in relation to the enforcement of global corporate imperatives as they expand markets
through the material and symbolic violence of war and education. As an entry into the
themes of the book this introduction demonstrates how militarism pervades foreign and
domestic policy, popular culture, educational discourse, and language, educating citizens
in the virtues of violence. This chapter demonstrates how, prior to September 11, a high
level of comfort with rising militarism in all areas of U.S. life, particularly schooling, set the
stage for the radically militarized reactions to September 11 that include the institutional-
ization of permanent war, the suspension of civil liberties, and an active hostility of the state
and mass media toward attempts at addressing the underlying conditions that gave rise to
an unprecedented attack on U.S. soil. 

Militarized schooling in America can be understood in at least two broad ways: “military
education” and what I am calling “education as enforcement.” Military education refers to
explicit efforts to expand and legitimate military training in public schooling. These sorts of
programs are exemplified by JROTC (Junior Reserve Officer Training Corps) programs, the
Troops to Teachers program that places retired soldiers in schools, the trend of military
generals hired as school superintendents or CEOs, the uniform movement, the Lockheed
Martin corporation’s public school in Georgia, and the army’s development of the biggest
online education program in the world as a recruiting inducement. The large number of pri-
vate military schools such as the notorious Valley Forge Military Academy that service the
public military academies and the military itself could be thought of as a kind of ideal
toward which public school militarization strives. Military education seeks to promote mili-
tary recruitment as in the case of the 200,000 students in 1,420 JROTC army programs
nationwide. These programs parallel the Boy Scouts and Girl Scouts by turning hierarchi-
cal organization, competition, group cohesion, and weaponry into fun and games. Focus-
ing on adventure activities these programs are extremely successful, as half (47 percent) of
JROTC graduates enter military service. 
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In addition to promoting recruitment, military education plays a central role in fostering
a social focus on discipline. In short, to speak of militarized schooling in the United States
context, it is inadequate to identify the ways that schools increasingly resemble the military
and prisons. This phenomenon needs to be understood as part of the militarization of civil
society exemplified by the rise of militarized policing, increased police powers for search
and seizure, anti-public gathering laws, “zero tolerance” policies, and the transformation
of welfare into punishing workfare programs. The militarization of civil society has been
intensified since September 11, as conservatives and most liberals have seized upon the
“terrorist threat” to justify the passage of the USA Patriot Act. As Nancy Chang of the Cen-
ter for Constitutional Rights explains, the Patriot Act sacrifices political freedoms and dan-
gerously consolidates power in the executive branch.

It achieves these undemocratic ends in at least three ways. First, the Act places our First
Amendment rights to freedom of speech and political association in jeopardy by creating a
broad new crime of “domestic terrorism” and denying entry to non-citizens on the basis of
ideology. Second, the Act reduces our already low expectations of privacy by granting the
government enhanced surveillance powers. Third, the Act erodes the due process rights of
non-citizens by allowing the government to place them in mandatory detention and deport
them from the United States based on political activities that have been recast under the Act
as terrorist activities.1

As Chang persuasively argues, the Patriot Act does little to combat terrorism yet it radi-
cally threatens basic constitutional safeguards, most notably the freedom of political dis-
sent, which is, in many ways, the lifeblood of democracy as it forms the basis for public
deliberation about the future of the nation. The repressive elements of the state in the form
of such phenomena as militarized policing, the radical growth of the prison system, and
intensified surveillance accompany the increasing corporate control of daily life. The cor-
poratization of the everyday is characterized by the corporate domination of information
production and distribution in the form of control over mass media and educational pub-
lishing, the corporate use of information technologies in the form of consumer identity pro-
filing by marketing and credit card companies, and the increasing corporate involvement
in public schooling and higher education at multiple levels. The phrase “Education as
Enforcement” attempts to explain these merging phenomena of militarization and corpora-
tization as they are shaping not only the terrain of school but the broader society. The term
refers both to the ways that education as a field is being transformed by these trends but also
it refers to the extent to which education is central to the workings of the new forms that
power is taking.

What I am calling “Education as Enforcement” understands militarized public schooling
as part of the militarization of civil society that in turn needs to be understood as part of the
broader social, cultural, and economic movements for state-backed corporate globaliza-
tion that seek to erode public democratic power and expand and enforce corporate power
locally, nationally, and globally. In what follows here, I lay out these connections. Then, by
reading news coverage of NATO’s attack against Kosovo in relation to the shooting at
Columbine High School, the latter half of this introduction shows how both events were
driven by the same corporate-driven cultural logic of militaristic violence. I continue by dis-
cussing how the movement against militarism in education must challenge the many ways
that militarism as a cultural logic enforces the expansion of corporate power and decimates
public democratic power.

Educating to Enforce Globalization 
Corporate globalization, which should be viewed as a doctrine rather than as an inevitable
phenomenon, is driven by the philosophy of neoliberalism. The economic and political
doctrine of neoliberalism insists upon the virtues of privatization and liberalization of trade
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and concomitantly places faith in the hard discipline of the market for the resolution of all
social and individual problems. Within the United States, neoliberal policies have been
characterized by their supporters as “free market policies that encourage private enterprise
and consumer choice, reward personal responsibility and entrepreneurial initiative, and
undermine the dead hand of the incompetent, bureaucratic and parasitic government, that
can never do good even if well intended, which it rarely is.”2 Within the neoliberal view, the
public sphere should either be privatized as in the call to privatize U.S. public schools, pub-
lic parks, social security, health care, and so on, or the public sphere should be in the serv-
ice of the private sphere as in the case of U.S. federal subsidies for corporate agriculture,
entertainment, and defense. 

As many critics have observed, globalization efforts have hardly resulted in more just
social relations either in terms of access to political power or democratic control over the
economy. While corporate news media heralded economic boom at the millennium’s turn,
disparities in wealth have reached greater proportions than during the Great Depression,3
with the world’s richest 300 individuals possessing more wealth than the world’s poorest 48
countries combined, and the richest fifteen have a greater fortune than the total product of
sub-Saharan Africa.4

According to the most recent report of the United Nations Development Programme,
while the global consumption of goods and services was twice as big in 1997 as in 1975
and had multiplied by a factor of six since 1950, 1 billion people cannot satisfy even their
elementary needs. Among 4.5 billion of the residents of the “developing” countries, three
in every five are deprived of access to basic infrastructures: a third have no access to drink-
able water, a quarter have no accommodation worthy of its name, one-fifth have no use of
sanitary and medical services. One in five children spend less than five years in any form of
schooling; a similar proportion is permanently undernourished.5

Austerity measures imposed by world trade organizations such as the World Bank and
the International Monetary Fund ensure that poor nations stay poor by imposing “fiscal dis-
cipline” while no such discipline applies to entire industries that are heavily subsidized by
the public sector in the United States. While the official U.S. unemployment rate hovers
around 5 percent, the real wage has steadily decreased since the 1970s to the point that
not a single county in the nation contains one-bedroom apartments affordable for a single
minimum-wage earner.6 Free trade agreements such as NAFTA (and the FTAA that aims to
extend it) and GATT, have enriched corporate elites in Mexico and the United States while
intensifying poverty along the border.7 Free trade has meant capital flight, job loss, and the
dismantling of labor unions in the United States, and the growth of slave labor conditions
in nations receiving industrial production such as Indonesia and China. But perhaps the
ultimate failure of liberal capitalism is indicated by its success in distributing Coca-Cola to
every last niche of the globe while it has failed to supply inexpensive medicines for prevent-
able diseases, or nutritious food or living wages to these same sprawling shanty towns in
Ethiopia, Brazil, and the United States. Forty-seven million children in the richest 29 nations
in the world are living below the poverty line. Child poverty in the wealthiest nations has
worsened with real wages as national incomes have risen over the past half century.8 The
effects of globalization on world populations are a far cry from freedom. 

Neoliberalism as the doctrine behind global capitalism should be understood in relation
to the practice of what Ellen Meiskins Wood calls the “new imperialism,” that is “not just a
matter of controlling particular territories. It is a matter of controlling a whole world econ-
omy and global markets, everywhere and all the time.”9 The project of globalization
according to New York Times foreign correspondent Thomas L. Friedman “is our overar-
ching national interest” and it “requires a stable power structure, and no country is more
essential for this than the United States,” for “[i]t has a large standing army, equipped with
more aircraft carriers, advanced fighter jets, transport aircraft and nuclear weapons than
ever, so that it can project more power farther than any country in the world . . . America
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excels in all the new measures of power in the era of globalization.” As Friedman explains,
rallying for the “humanitarian” bombing of Kosovo, “[t]he hidden hand of the market will
never work without the hidden fist—McDonald’s cannot flourish without McDonnell Dou-
glas, the designer of the F-15. And the hidden fist that keeps the world safe for Silicon Val-
ley’s technologies is called the United States Army, Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps.”10

The Bush administration’s new military policies of permanent war confirm Wood’s thesis.
The return to Cold War levels of military spending approaching $400 billion with only
10–15 percent tied to increased antiterrorism measures can be interpreted as part of a
more overt strategy of U.S. imperial expansion facilitated by skillful media spin amid post-
September 11 anxiety. The framing of those events enabled not only a more open admis-
sion of violent power politics and defiant U.S. unilateralism but also an intensified framing
of democracy as consumer capitalism. Who can forget the September 12 state and corpo-
rate proclamations to be patriotic and go shopping? Post-September 11 spin was a spec-
tacularly successful educational project. Suddenly, in teacher education courses, students
who would have proudly announced that they could see no relationship between U.S. for-
eign policy and U.S. schooling now proudly announced that teachers must educate stu-
dents toward the national effort to dominate, control, and wage war on other nations who
could threaten our economic and military dominance because we have the best “way of
life,” because “they are jealous of our freedoms,” because “they are irrational for failing to
grasp that our way of life benefits everybody.” Yet, the new Bush military expenditures are
part of a longer legacy of World War II military spending that has resulted in a U.S. econ-
omy that is, in the words of economist Samir Amin, “monstrously deformed,” with about a
third of all economic activity depending directly or indirectly on the military complex—a
level, Amin notes, only previously reached by the Soviet Union during the Brezhnev era.11

The impoverishing power of globalization is matched by the military destructive power of
the new imperialism that enforces neoliberal policy to make the world safe for U.S. markets.
However, weapons are not the predominant means for keeping Americans consenting to
economic policies and political arrangements that impoverish the world materially and
reduce the imaginable future to a repetition of a bleak present. Rather, education in the
form of formal schooling and predominantly the cultural pedagogies of corporate mass
media have succeeded spectacularly in making savage inequalities into common sense,
framing issues in the corporate interest, producing identifications with raw power, present-
ing history in ways that eviscerate popular struggle, and generally shifting the discussion of
public goods to the metaphors of the market.12

Though initially received as a radical and off-beat position by liberals and conservatives
at the time of its promotion by Milton Friedman during the Kennedy administration, neolib-
eralism began to take hold with the Reagan/Thatcher era. Significantly, the Reagan era is
also the origin of the landmark A Nation at Risk report published in 1983. This formulated
a crisis of U.S. public education through the language of global business and military com-
petition. It began, “If an unfriendly foreign power had attempted to impose on America the
mediocre educational performance that exists today, we might well have viewed it as an act
of war.” The report suggested that there was a crisis of education requiring radical reform.
Because the crisis was framed in economic and militaristic terms, the solution would be
sought in those domains. This marked a turning point in the public conversation of Ameri-
can education. While such earlier initiatives as the GI Bill and Sputnik indicated a strong
link between the military and education, what can be seen as new is the way that militarism
was tied to the redefining of education for the corporate good rather than the public good.
In other words, this marked a new conflation of corporate profit with the social good, the
beginnings of the eradication of the very notion of the public. Corporate CEOs became
increasingly legitimate spokespersons on educational reform. Such high-profile corporate
players as Louis Gerstner of IBM began declaring that education needs to serve corporate
needs. Increasingly, as David Labaree has noted, this trend marked a shift toward defining
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the role of schools as preparing students for upward social mobility through economic
assimilation. So, while on a social level, schools were suddenly thought to exist for the good
of the national economy, that is the corporate controlled economy, on an individual level,
schools came to be justified for inclusion within this corporate-controlled economy. 

The case of Michael Milken nicely exemplifies the relationship between the neoliberal
redefinition of the goals of public schooling and the privatization movement. Upon release
from prison for 98 counts of fraud and insider trading that resulted in the milking of the pub-
lic sector of billions of dollars, junk bond king Michael Milken immediately began an edu-
cation conglomerate called Knowledge Universe with his old pals from the investment bank
Drexel. As he bought up companies engaged in privatizing public schooling, he declared
on his website that schools should serve corporate needs. He was wildly lauded throughout
the press by such respectable papers as the New York Times, and was declared a greater
figure than Mother Teresa by Business Week for redeeming himself from a tainted past by
such good works in education. In addition to Knowledge Universe, Milken established the
Milken Institute that propagandizes neoliberal social policy, and he set up the Milken Fam-
ily Foundation that funds research and lobbies for privatization of Israel’s economy and
education system through the Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs. He also funded Justus
Reid Weiner’s slanderous attack in Commentary Magazine on Palestinian human rights
spokesperson and progressive intellectual Edward Said. Milken was instrumental in the
growth to monopolistic proportions of Time Warner, which included Time’s swallowing of
Warner Brothers and Turner Broadcasting, and the growth of MCI. As Robert W. McChes-
ney, Edward Herman, and others have shown, the radical consolidation of corporate
media with its stranglehold on knowledge production has contributed significantly to the
success of neoliberal ideology.13

Neoliberal ideals were not taken seriously until the 1990s, in part because of the fall of
the Soviet Union in 1991. This began a tide of claims that we live in the best and only social
order. This is a social order marked by what Zygmunt Bauman calls the TINA thesis: There
Is No Alternative to the present system.14 The TINA thesis was started by Francis Fukuyama’s
“End of History” argument and runs through Thomas Friedman’s The Lexus and the Olive
Tree with its circular logic: everyone in the world wants to be American because this is the
best of all possible systems, and if anyone does not want to be American, this proves their
irrationality and we must bomb them into realizing that this is the best of all possible sys-
tems. The dissolution of the Soviet system as a symbol of a possible alternative allows a
growing insistence on the part of neoliberals that since the present order is the only order,
then the task should be one of enforcing the ideals of the order, aligning institutions and
social practices with these ideals. So for example, you get Washington Post columnist
William Rasberry (who favors full-scale public school privatization) writing that scripted les-
sons may seem harsh but after all “it works.”15 Such an instrumentalist approach to school-
ing, which overly relies on supposedly value-free and quantifiable measures of “success,”
fails to account for how efficacy needs to be understood in relation to broader social con-
texts, histories, and competing notions of what counts as valuable knowledge. So, for
example, how did the canon championed by E. D. Hirsch, Jr., with his Core Knowledge
Schools come to be socially valued knowledge? Whose class, racial, and gender perspec-
tives does such knowledge represent? There are high social costs of measures such as
scripting, standardization, and the testing fetish. Citizenship becomes defined by an anti-
critical following of authority; knowledge becomes mistakenly presented as value-free units
to be mechanically deposited; schooling models the new social logic that emphasizes eco-
nomic social mobility rather than social transformation—that is, it perceives society as a
flawed yet unchangeable situation into which individuals should seek assimilation in the
New World Order. 

This criticism of instrumental schooling would seem not to be a terribly new insight. In
education, the tradition of critical pedagogy that includes Freire, Apple, Giroux, and 
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others made this critical insight a basic precept. However, what is distinct about instrumen-
talism under the neoliberal imperative is that prior taken-for-granted ideals of an educa-
tion system intended to ameliorate, enlighten, and complete the individual and society no
longer hold. For neoliberalism is not simply about radical individualism, the celebration of
business, and competition as a virtue; it is about a prohibition on thinking the social in pub-
lic terms. In the words of Margaret Thatcher “there is no such thing as English society,” there
are only English families.16 The insidiousness of the TINA thesis cannot be overstated.
When there is no alternative to the present order then the only question is the method of
achieving the goal—the goal being the eradication of anything and anyone that calls the
present order into question. This is why it has been so easy following September 11 to dis-
cuss methods that are radically at odds with the tradition of liberal democracy in the war on
terrorism. (It is no coincidence that the new war is declared on a method of fighting rather
than an ideological opponent or another nation. Precisely because there is no alternative
to the present order, the values, ideologies, and beliefs of the opponent are not discuss-
able. Ethics can only be a matter of strategy.) Torture of prisoners, disappearances of sus-
pects, spying on the population without limit, and an unprecedented level of secrecy about
the workings of the government are a few of the protofascist developments that have been
achieved within the first year since September 11. But the destruction of the Trade Towers
did not itself make this rush to fascism possible so much as did the success of neoliberal ide-
ology’s prohibition on thinking, discussing, and creating another more just system of eco-
nomic distribution, political participation, and cultural recognition. 

Ronald Reagan entered office with plans to dismantle the U.S. Department of Education
and implement market-based voucher schemes. Both initiatives failed, largely due to
teachers’ unions and the fact that public opinion had yet to be worked on by a generation
of corporate-financed public relations campaigns to make neoliberal ideals appear com-
monsensical.17 Despite this failure, in his second term Reagan successfully appropriated
the racial, equity-based, magnet school voucher model developed by liberals to declare
that the market model (rather than authoritative federal action against racism) was respon-
sible for the high quality of these schools.18 What should not be missed here is that the real
triumph of such rhetoric was to shift the discussion of U.S. public schooling away from polit-
ical concerns with the role that education should play in preparing citizens for democratic
participation. The market metaphors redefine public schooling as a good or service that
students and parents consume like toilet paper or soap. Despite a history of racial and class
oppression, that owes in no small part to the fact that U.S. public schooling has been tied
to local property wealth and hence unequally distributed as a resource, public schooling
has been a site of democratic deliberation where communities convene to struggle over
values. Despite the material and ideological constraints that teachers and administrators
often face, the public character of these schools allows them to remain open to the possi-
bility of being places where curricula and teacher practices can speak to a broader vision
for the future than the one imagined by multinational corporations. Thus, to speak of mili-
tarized public schooling in the United States, it is not enough to identify the extent to which
certain schools (particularly urban nonwhite schools) increasingly resemble the military or
prisons, nor is it adequate to point out the ways public schools are used to recruit soldiers.
Militarized public schooling needs to be understood in relation to the enforcement of glob-
alization through the implementation of all the policies and reforms that are guided toward
the neoliberal ideal. Globalization gets enforced through privatization schemes such as
vouchers, charters, performance contracting, and commercialization; standards and
accountability schemes that seek to enforce a uniform curriculum and emphasize testing
and quantifiable performance; assessment, accreditation (in higher education), and cur-
ricula that celebrate market values and the culture of those in power rather than human and
democratic values. Such curricula and reforms are designed to avoid critical questions
about the relationships between the production of knowledge and power, authority, 
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politics, history, and ethics. While some multinational corporations, such as Disney in their
Celebration School, and BPAmoco (see Chapter 2), with their middle-level science cur-
riculum, have appropriated progressive pedagogical methods, these curricula, like ads,
strive to promote a vision of a world best served under benevolent corporate management. 

Selling War 
JROTC and standard recruitment, prior to September 11, proved insufficient to keep the
voluntary U.S. military stocked with enough soldiers to wield, in the words of Thomas Fried-
man, “the hidden fist that keeps the world safe for Silicon Valley’s technologies and
McDonald’s.”19 In fact, military recruiting in the United States has seen a crisis in the past
few years. As of 1999 the army suffered its worst recruiting drought since 1979 with a short-
age of 7,000 enlistees to maintain a force size of 74,500. The air force fell short by
1,500–1,800, while the navy had to cut its target numbers and lower its requirements to
make numbers.20 As recruitment target numbers have not been met, the military has
invested heavily in a number of new advertising campaigns that radically redefine the
image of the military and use “synergy” to promote the branches of the service in Holly-
wood films and on television. For example, navy ads use clips from the film Men of Honor,
with military advertising preceding the film. Because the U.S. military must rely fully upon
consent rather than coercion to fill its ranks, the military is portrayed in ads as fun and excit-
ing, and the heroism of service is tied to the most sentimental depictions that play on child-
hood innocence and family safety to sell youth on the business of killing. 

The new campaign for the air force titled “Lullaby” promotes its new slogan “No One
Comes Close.” Quadrupling its advertising budget to $76 million (all the services are
spending $11,000 per recruit on advertising),21 buying national television slots for the first
time, and using a “brand identity” based approach, the new marketing seeks to induce
recruitment by filling the airwaves with “value-based” advertising that emphasizes the
“intangibles” of military service.22 For example: 

An ad called “Lullaby,” for example, shows home videos of happy children and their
mother with a soft voice singing in the background. At the words “guardian angels will
attend thee all through the night,” the visual image shifts to an F-117 “stealth” fighter
roaring across a dark sky. The only explicit appeal to recruits comes in the final sec-
ond, when the Air Force’s new slogan, “No One Comes Close,” appears on a black
screen followed for an instant by the words “Join Us.”23

A central strategy of this campaign as well as the army’s new “Army of One” campaign
is to suggest a heroic exclusivity of service in this particular branch. All of the branches are
following the marine corps’ successful campaign that “portrayed enlistment as a chance to
become a dragon-slaying knight in shining armor. The macho ads were designed to con-
vince young people that joining the Marines was not merely a career choice but a power-
ful statement about what kind of adults they intended to become.”24

The Air Force advertisement draws on Judeo-Christian imagery of an angry and protec-
tive techno-god. By joining the air force one can be the protector of the innocent and
approach the infinite power of the almighty—interchangeably God and the unmatchable
techno-power of Lockheed Martin, Boeing, McDonnell-Douglas, and Raytheon. To be in
the air force, the ad suggests, is to be in an elite and exclusive, powerful, and moral posi-
tion. Another set of public service announcement ads aimed at adults seeks to “ensure that
parents, teachers and other ‘adult influencers’ know about the educational programs so
that they, in turn, can advise young people.”25 These ads stress tangible rewards such as
educational opportunities, high-tech skills training, and managerial expertise, which can
later translate into cash in the corporate sector. 
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While the United States offers no public universal higher education program in civil soci-
ety, it does so through the military. Ryan’s statement about the higher calling of serving our
nation is hardly a sentiment reserved for a conservative military establishment. Liberals and
conservatives join in proclaiming the virtues of a military form of public service at a time
when public spending goes increasingly for militarized solutions to civic social problems.
These militarized solutions have translated into the United States having by far the largest
prison system in the world with over two million inmates. Rapidly rising investment in the
prison industrial complex, which includes for-profit prisons and high-tech policing, is
matched by rapid privatization of the public sector.26 As U.S. citizens enjoy few of the social
safety nets of public health care, education, or welfare, enjoyed by citizens of most indus-
trialized nations, U.S. public institutions such as hospitals, schools, and social security are
subject to the fevered call to privatize. At the same time that public investment in militariz-
ing civil society has come into vogue, the world of the corporate class has discovered mili-
tary chic. The first issue of Harper’s Bazaar for the new millennium shows a serious looking
fashion model goose-stepping down the runway in uniform. The accompanying text
sounds off: “Military Coup. Never thought you would crave camouflage? Think again  . . .
fashion’s military scheme will have even the most resistant shopper succumbing to the lat-
est protocol.”27 The model’s designer jacket is listed for $1,500, and the cotton skirt runs
to $370. Military chic for corporate elites extends to the nationwide trend for private boot-
camp-style exercise classes. 

The same marketing strategies designed to lure recruits are used by weapons 
manufacturers Lockheed Martin and Boeing (along with a lot of money) to lobby the U.S.
Congress to continue funding such miserably failed and unbelievably expensive and
unnecessary weapons programs as the F-22 joint strike fighter and “Star Wars.”28 As Mark
Crispin Miller observes, the defense industry’s advertisements not too subtly suggest that
the public had better fund the weapons projects or American family members will die in for-
eign wars and from terrorist attacks at home.29 The weapons manufacturers also use the
ads to propose that peace is a result of heavy military investment, thereby obviating the
need for social movements for peace such as those that influenced the end of the Vietnam
War. 

The new campaign for the army, “An Army of One,” replaces the “Be All That You Can
Be” slogan that was the number two jingle of the twentieth century behind McDonald’s
“You Deserve a Break Today.”30 The “Army of One” campaign, like its predecessor,
stresses individual self-actualization, yet goes a step further to insist upon the ideal of radi-
cal individualism. A lone recruit runs across a desert in full gear as troops pass in the oppo-
site direction. Such images would seem to chafe against the necessity of self-sacrifice and
teamwork, which more accurately characterizes the military. The new ads insist that every
soldier is a hero, is an army. The promise is not merely one of becoming the “best” that one
can be, a promise that implies there might still be someone better; the “Army of One” slo-
gan promises that one incorporates the army into oneself, one renounces oneself and actu-
ally becomes the army with all of its power and technology. The Army slogan is consistent
with the virtual tour offered by the marine corps. This tour begins by explicitly linking the mil-
itaristic renunciation of self to economic metaphors: 

One must first be stripped clean. Freed of all the notions of self. It is the marine corps
that will strip away the façade so easily confused with the self. It is the corps that will
offer the pain needed to buy the truth. And at last each will own the privilege of look-
ing inside himself to discover what truly resides there.31

One renounces oneself. One’s body undergoes torments of the flesh. Yet this pain
inflicted through training is currency that allows one to buy knowledge of one’s new self. At
the end of the tour one learns that self-renunciation, pain, the breaking and remaking, and
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ultimate purchase of self-knowledge results in the privatized social unit: “We came as
orphans, we depart as family,” concludes the marine tour. 

Just as family restoration becomes the aim of war in the marine ad, so too does it appear
in such blockbuster films as Saving Private Ryan, Men of Honor, Three Kings, and The Thin
Red Line. The brilliant innovation of Saving Private Ryan was to make the goal of the good
war not the protection of the public so much as the preservation of the private family unit.
Saving Private Ryan simultaneously shifted democratic ideals onto the market metaphor.
Freedom, we are told in the end of Saving Private Ryan, needs to be earned by individuals.
When they have earned their freedom they can go home. 

Coming Home to Kosovo 
Fifty years ago, movies were homogenous, meant to appeal to the whole family. Now
pop culture has been Balkanized. . . . Recent teen films, whether romance or horror,
are really about class warfare. In each movie, the cafeteria is like a tiny former
Yugoslavia, with each clique its own faction: the Serbian jocks, Bosnian bikers, Koso-
var rebels, etc. And the horror movies are a microcosm of ethnic cleansing. 

—Time magazine reporting on the shootings at Columbine

We must teach our children . . . to resolve their conflicts with words, not weapons. 
—President Bill Clinton responding to the Columbine High School shooting as the

U.S. dropped more bombs on former Yugoslavia than were dropped 
in World War II

This section32 illustrates how the corporate-produced violent culture of mass media and
competitive sports informs both U.S. public schooling and U.S. foreign policy. As mass-
mediated news accounts of the war in Kosovo were expressed through stories of families
abroad, the school shooting in Littleton, Colorado, refocused the nation’s attention on vio-
lence at home. As the story unfolded “The Littleton Massacre” and “The Kosovo Massacre”
began to merge, elements of one bleeding into the other. On April 20, 1999, Hitler’s
110th birthday, two white boys, calling themselves the Trenchcoat Mafia, shot and killed
twelve of their fellow students and one teacher before turning their guns on themselves. This
event was a tragedy that caused terrible, even devastating sadness for many people. The
enormous, spectacular coverage of the event, of the magnitude of the 1992 LA uprising,
however, participates in broader public dialogues, particularly in the way it works to assign
blame variously to errant parents, crazy kids, lack of adequate policing, and violent video
games while exonerating the institutions of power, particularly in the ways they configure
economic, political, and social agency. How many black kids died in the United States that
day because of violence and guns, and why is that information so comparatively hard to
access, particularly during a media spectacle that is highlighting the dangers that kids con-
front in public schools? In reality, violence in schools has diminished in the past ten years
even while people perceive there to be more violence in schools.33 Even more relevant, how
many Serbian and ethnic Albanian kids were killed in NATO bombings that day? Adults
pose a far greater threat to youth than youth do.34 How and in whose interests are these per-
ceptions manufactured? 

The December 20, 1999, issue of Time magazine featured exclusive coverage of “The
Columbine Tapes: The Killers Tell Why They Did It, The Five Home Videos They Made
Before Their Death, What the Families Are Doing to Prevent Another Tragedy.” The cover
shows Eric Harris and Dylan Klebold assessing their damage from a frame of the school
cafeteria surveillance video. Open Time magazine and immediately following the contents
page is a two-page advertisement for Internet search engine AltaVista. The advertisement
displays the Lockheed Martin F-16 fighter plane in an exploded blueprint diagram with
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every part labeled and with the external body of the plane invisible so that the interior is
revealed, as in Wonder Woman’s aviational aesthetic. The AltaVista search box overlaying
the schematic reveals a search for “Who will guide my sleigh tonight?” Another box headed
“AltaVista shopping” contains a first category “find product” and is filled in “F-16”; the sec-
ond category “compare with” is filled in with “Reindeer.” Turn the page and the advertise-
ment continues with Santa’s sled being pulled by an F-16, a weapon that U.S.-led NATO
used to bomb Serbia “back to the stone ages.” 

Thanks to the F-16’s top speed of 1,320 mph, Santa will be delivering your presents
faster this holiday season. Furthermore, the F-16’s armament of one 20mm M61A1
three-barrel cannon with 515 rounds and 20,450 pounds of ordnance guarantees
the safe arrival of those presents. 

At the top of the page an elf sips a soda and accompanying text reads, 

Who needs elves when you have AltaVista Shopping.com? At AltaVista Shopping.com
you can research products you know nothing about: stereos, computers, TVs, digital
cameras and Pokemon toys, for example. There are 126 different Pokemon characters
and over 2,000 licensed Pokemon toys on the market. Only one of them is going to win
you most-favored parent status for the coming year. We can help you find out which. 

At the bottom of the page, eight cute out-of-work, clearly non-unionized reindeer are
accompanied by a search box that reads, “Where can I sell eight tiny reindeer?” Between
the three pages of AltaVista ads, Time Managing Editor Walter Isaacson editorializes on
“Why We Went Back to Columbine.” The title, which references a slew of recent stories on
returning to Vietnam after a quarter of a century, is headed by a photograph of triumphant
white high school football players with the caption: “Healing the Wounds: Columbine Cel-
ebrates Its Recent State Championship.” 

On one level there is nothing particularly new here in Time’s spread. The white male vio-
lence of football, toy weapons, violent video games, and global imperialist ventures such
as Vietnam and Kosovo arise as the tools for recovering the health of youth and family
threatened by the insane and random joyride of the gun-toting Columbine murderers. The
AltaVista ad restores the innocence of technology and violent aggression—Internet tech-
nology that Klebold and Harris used in their little war. The ad returns the web technology to
innocence by associating it with the destructive NATO attack done in the name of love or
at least humanitarian intervention, but also by associating it with consumerism. 

A large part of the public incredulity over Columbine stems from the very fine line
between the “innocent” yet pervasive culture of violence that sells consumer goods and the
“pathological” culture of violence that does not sell consumer goods or expand markets.
The “innocent” culture of violence transforms imperialist slaughter into Christmas morning
family love and fuzzy cuteness. It portrays as healing and recovery violent team sports that
emulate war—Columbine High School football team’s “state conquest.” It mutates military
hardware into a fashion show for viewers to identify with destructive power (AltaVista’s
motto adorning the F-16 blueprint is “Smart Is Beautiful”). Central to this recovery of the
“innocent” culture of violence is the transformation of justice into the act of consumption.
The final text of the ad reads: 

Can I really purchase military aircraft online? Let’s put it this way: if military aircraft
were available for purchase by the general public, we’d not only find it for you, we’d
find you a deal that would make the Defense Department jealous. That said, AltaVis-
taShopping.com lets you scour the entire Web for just about anything you can buy,
even if we don’t sell it. 
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What is so shocking and even terrifying in this spread is an open admission that U.S. mil-
itary aggression in such places as the Balkans and Iraq is fundamentally about the expan-
sion of markets. 

Yet the big lie at work here is the suggestion that the dropping of bombs is the same as
the dropping of consumer goods (the expansion of markets), done all in the name of the
preservation of childhood innocence as the stronghold of a civilization severely menaced
when these values go awry. The ad suggests that destruction is really about the enrichment
of the place being bombed because it is about the expansion of American wealth, markets,
and consumer goods. While multinational corporations did line up to take advantage of
infrastructural rebuilding, some estimates placed former Yugoslavia’s recovery time from
the bombing at 50 years. Perhaps more pertinently, those places that have agreed to Amer-
icanization without bombs have also suffered terribly from “structural adjustment.” If Isaac-
son’s interceding headline “Why We Went Back to Columbine” resonates with a spate of
articles about why we went back to Vietnam, that is because the bombing of Kosovo as a
part of the new imperialism really is a return to Vietnam, and Isaacson’s headline is simul-
taneously about how Time magazine’s return to Columbine is also a return to Vietnam. 

In fact, the imperialist venture of bombing Kosovo is replicated in the call for increased
discipline, mostly in inner cities, which followed the Columbine massacre. As Harris and
Klebold let a slew of bullets loose on the suburban kids who were calmly eating their
lunches or studying chemistry before the attack, the tragedy of a cruel Milosevic perform-
ing ethnocide came home. The need for the intervention to defend the defenseless Albani-
ans blurred into the need to defend our kids at home through increasing police
enforcement of inner cities. Reflected in the coverage of the Columbine massacre, Kosovo
thus appeared as the exporting of the inner city. Columbine coverage entered a discourse
on youth innocence that is essentially an imperialist discourse assigning criminality to the
colonized. It thus treats youth differently depending on race and class. As Harris and Kle-
bold created public website paeans to Hitler, declared hatred for blacks, Asians, and Lati-
nos, still no one believed white kids from the suburbs were capable of such violence. As
Henry Giroux points out, 

If these kids had been black or brown, they would have been denounced not as psy-
chologically troubled but as bearers of a social pathology. Moreover, if brown or
black kids had exhibited Eric Harris and Dylan Klebold’s previous history of delinquent
behavior, including breaking into a van and sending death threats to fellow students
over the Internet, they would not have merely been given short-term counseling. On
the contrary, they would have been roundly condemned and quickly sent to prison.35

In the words of Patricia Williams, Klebold and Harris, 

seem to have been so shrouded in presumptions of innocence—after professing their
love for Hitler, declaring their hatred for blacks, Asians and Latinos on a public Web site
no less, downloading instructions for making bombs, accumulating the ingredients,
assembling them under the protectively indifferent gaze (or perhaps with the assistance)
of parents and neighbors, stockpiling guns and ammunition, procuring hand grenades
and flak jackets, threatening the lives of classmates, killing thirteen and themselves,
wounding numerous others and destroying their school building—still the community
can’t seem to believe it really happened “here.” Still their teachers and classmates con-
tinue to protest that they were good kids, good students, solid citizens.36

What Time and AltaVista add to this scenario is that the presumption of innocence satu-
rating the Columbine coverage promotes the innocence of the imperialist mission in
Kosovo. 
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Returning to Vietnam in Kosovo 
Similar to the public conversation at the beginning of the Gulf War, endless articles debat-
ing the Kosovo air war focused on the danger of a ground war that would get the United
States embroiled in “another Vietnam.” As Noam Chomsky points out, there has been a
long project in mass media of getting the public to overcome the “Vietnam Syndrome.”
That is, the conservative restoration of the past three decades has involved making global
aggression and the murder of combatants and non-combatants in foreign nations once
again palatable to the public. Yet, Kosovo is different from Vietnam and the hot wars of the
Cold War in that the ventures of militarized globalization since the end of the Cold War are
still not viewed by the public as worth U.S. lives. Writes Ellen Meiskins Wood, 

In his Manifesto [for the Fast World], [Thomas L.] Friedman explains that Americans,
who “were ready to pay any price and bear any burden in the Cold War,” are unwill-
ing to die for that “abstract globalization system.” That’s why “house-to-house fight-
ing is out; cruise missiles are in.” He could just as easily have said “that’s why ground
troops are out and high-tech bombing is in. We don’t want to die ourselves for glob-
alization, but we don’t mind killing others.”37

For Wood, part of what successfully undercut popular and particularly left-wing opposi-
tion to Kosovo, unlike Vietnam, was the pretense of humanitarian intervention that mysti-
fied the imperialism. 

We now have what some have called “human rights imperialism,” based on a concep-
tion of human rights in which the particular interests of the U.S. and its arbitrary actions
have effectively displaced the common interests of humanity and the international instru-
ments designed to represent them. The notion of “human rights imperialism” nicely cap-
tures the mystification that seems to have swayed a lot of people on the left in the case of
Kosovo.38

Open claims in news outlets as to the humanitarianism of the bombing were matched by
a spate of popular war films such as Saving Private Ryan and culminating in The Patriot,
which brought the “good war” theme back after a long stretch of “bad war” Vietnam films. 

If pre-Kosovo Saving Private Ryan reinvented the public and political motives for World
War II as the redemption of the private and apolitical maintenance of the family, then post-
Kosovo The Patriot took this theme even further, suggesting that the American Revolution,
the good war par excellence, was about nothing but family. “What difference does it make
if I’m ruled by a tyrant three thousand miles away or by three thousand tyrants one mile
away,” orates Mel Gibson’s character at the South Carolina meeting about whether to
enter the war on the side of the colonies, just before joining up to defend his southern plan-
tation family. In other words, fighting for the politics of democracy poses dangers to the
preservation of the family and, in fact, Gibson’s two eldest sons get killed in the fray. 

The film further marks the disruption of the family through the British enslavement of the
black plantation farmhands who claim to be working as free labor, the system many char-
acters in the film insist the revolutionaries are defending. In the film, the black plantation
laborers explicitly claim to be working as free labor rather than as slaves (until the tyranni-
cal British arrest them and turn them into slaves), even though the images of black labor are
surely borrowed from a cultural repertory of traditional, familiar images from slavery. The
film suggests that the war was about freeing the slaves in defense of ideas about self-
determination and free will (represented in the defense of the family against state authori-
tarianism), the goal of the “good war.” It is only when the British threaten this self-
determination—by entering the home and killing one of the kids, and by enslaving black
labor—that a defense campaign can be taken up. Just as the AltaVista ad replaces 
fanciful toy reindeer with real fighter planes, in The Patriot Mel Gibson’s character melts
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down his dead son’s toy lead soldiers into bullets. The campaign against Kosovo involved
getting over the “Vietnam Syndrome” to return to the “good war” by reinventing imperial-
ist aggression as a loving gift, associating it with the childhood innocence of Rudolph the
Red-nosed Reindeer and Santa Claus himself. Merry Christmas, Kosovo. Merry Christmas,
Serbia.

War Games: Returning to Vietnam in Littleton 
The Columbine shooting coverage was also a return to the battlefield. As mentioned,
Isaacson’s title “Why We Went Back to Columbine” references the return to Vietnam after
25 years in order to open markets. It is contextualized with a photo of Columbine’s football
team conquest. Isaacson begins: 

I want to explain why we returned to Columbine this week, running a chilling cover
photo and stories about killers we would rather forget . . . we sent a team back to Lit-
tleton, Colo., to investigate what actually motivated the killers and find out what they
were really like. What could we learn about how to spot—and deal with—the demons
that can lurk inside the souls of seemingly average kids? . . . Assistant managing edi-
tor Dan Goodgame, who led our team, is the father of three schoolkids and the hus-
band of a teacher, and he was sympathetic to the concerns of the survivors and others
in the community.39

It is, perhaps, a coincidence that the leader of Time’s team that went in search of
“answers” about Columbine is named “Goodgame.” It is not, however, a coincidence that
Isaacson uses the metaphor of the “good game” to discuss the Columbine recovery,
health, and healing. The AltaVista ads link global trade and military competition between
nations to parental competition for children’s love: “Only one [Pokemon toy] is going to
win you most-favored parent status for the coming year.” 

It is not only the editorial and the AltaVista spread that refer to gaming. Page after page
of Time is filled with “news” and advertisements that tout the salubrious power of gaming
as well as its dangers: Headline page eight— “Is Your Dog an Athlete?” “Border collies . . .
get psychotic if they don’t have work.”40 Page nine: “Enter to win the APC Home Power 
Protection Package.” Two-page spread on twelve and thirteen advertising
ClearStation.com: “I’m simply going to move to the sidelines until the trend becomes more
clear.” Turn the page and Mohegan Sun Casino asks, “Who needs caffeine? Experience
the rush of 190 gaming tables, over 3,000 slot machines. . . . All in a setting that’ll blow
you away.” Turn the page and see James Bond, the regal and suave gamer extraordinaire
who blows away his opponents, pitching an Omega watch. Turn the page and find a col-
orful two-page spread with a man on the Olympic rings transforming into mercury and
information for a web application called Akamai, “Why embrace mediocrity and risk indif-
ference when intensity and impact are at your fingertips.” Turn two pages and a girl shoots
hoops in an idyllic black and white photo of the heartland as State Farm Insurance tells us
that “She learned about life in a world of broken glass and blacktop where nothing is given.
Especially to those trying to play a man’s game . . . . State Farm is a proud supporter of
women’s sports and women’s dreams. Little girls have big dreams too.” Turn the page and
the daily game of the stock market advertises Compaq computers. Turn again and the new
ExxonMobil oil conglomerate tells us that their anticompetitive merger is in fact “A future
where the best combination of ideas, technology and talent will win.” A page turn later and
an arthritis drug has a two-page spread of a father and son on a soccer field, “Vioxx can
help make it easier for you to do the things you want to do. Like sitting down on the grass to
watch your kid’s game.” But you may not be sitting too long as, “Commonly reported side
effects included upper respiratory infection, diarrhea, nausea, and high blood pressure.”
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Other news content of Time is, of course, also framed in terms of competition from the edu-
cation article on the dangers of cheating to the “Winners and Sinners of 1999” column to
the Columbine tapes feature itself. 

The difficulty that parents, teachers, and the police had in identifying the violent outbursts
of Harris and Klebold owes, in part, to the normalcy of such competitive violence that sat-
urates not only Time magazine’s reporting and advertisements but pervades mass media
more generally, particularly as it sells the public on globalization. Such a fine line between
“healthy” and “pathological” competitive violence became particularly blurry as Bill Clin-
ton himself said after the tragedy, while continuing the bombing campaign on Kosovo,
refusing diplomatic solutions, “We must teach our children . . . to resolve their conflicts with
words, not weapons.” 

The Columbine story involves regularly repeated acts of playing: “Eric Harris adjusts his
video camera a few feet away, then settles into his chair with a bottle of Jack Daniels and a
sawed-off shotgun in his lap. He calls it Arlene, after a favorite character in the gory Doom
video games and books that he likes so much. He takes a small swig. The whiskey stings,
but he tries to hide it, like a small child playing grownup.” “It’s going to be like f—ing
Doom. Tick, tick, tick, tick-Haa! That f—ing shotgun is straight out of Doom.” “It’s easy to
see the signs: how a video-game joystick turned Harris into a better marksman like a golfer
who watches Tiger Woods videos.”41 Whereas Clinton equates “playing grown-up” with
playing with words, Harris and Klebold equate “playing grown-up” with the violence of
adults like Clinton and the valorization of violent competition more generally. 

News coverage downplayed the fact that Harris and Klebold were resolving a conflict in
a way consistent with the competitive violence surrounding them. Instead Time opts to
emphasize the shooters’ thirst for fame. A photo in the Time coverage of angry and impos-
ing-looking football players is titled, “The classmates Harris and Klebold felt immense rage
toward all, not just jocks.” Yet later commentary reveals the extent to which the shooters did
seek revenge against the violent culture that targeted them. 

Evan Todd, the 255-lb. defensive lineman who was wounded in the library, describes the
climate this way: “Columbine is a clean, good place except for those rejects,” Todd says of
Klebold and Harris and their friends. “Most kids didn’t want them there. They were into
witchcraft. They were into voodoo dolls. Sure, we teased them. But what do you expect with
kids who come to school with weird hairdos and horns on their hats? It’s not just jocks; the
whole school’s disgusted with them. They’re a bunch of homos, grabbing each other’s pri-
vate parts. If you want to get rid of someone, usually you tease ’em. So the whole school
would call them homos, and when they did something sick, we’d tell them, “You’re sick and
that’s wrong.”42

Time’s commentary, in the tradition of nineteenth-century sciences of race, positions
Harris and Klebold as uppity, mutinous colonized subjects practicing magical curses
against the righteous, governing elite. Because they practice voodoo and because they are
“homos,” the jocks, like nineteenth-century colonials, serve as defenders of the morality on
which civilization is founded and which was threatened by the evil superstitious practices
and the unlawful, ungodly sexual proclivities. The superstitious violence of Harris and Kle-
bold is used to justify the disgust and then the violence of the morally upholding jocks. 

Remarkably, Time uses the above quote as evidence that the shooters were not respond-
ing to systematic cruelty by other students. Instead, the article emphasizes a desire for
celebrity. However, in the following article, “The Victims: Never Again,” the father of victim
Daniel Rohrbough says, “jocks could get away with anything. If they wanted to punch a kid
in the mouth and walk away, they could. Had I known this, my son wouldn’t have been
there. They did nothing to protect the students from each other.”43 Rohrbough’s statement
clearly attests to how the thin facade of innocence barely covered a vicious culture of vio-
lence. The tapes themselves reveal the killers’ motive to settle a score at being unable to
compete: “‘Harris recalls how he moved around so much with his military family and
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always had to start over, “at the bottom of the ladder.” People continually made fun of
him—‘my face, my hair, my shirts.’ As for Klebold, ‘If you could see all the anger I’ve stored
over the past four f—ing years.’”44

The Time coverage charges that the police, parents, and the community failed to see
how Harris’s and Klebold’s violent fantasies were motivated not so much by the desire for
revenge as ultimately the desire for celebrity. “Because this may have been about celebrity
as much as cruelty. ‘They wanted to be famous,’ concludes FBI agent Mark Holstlaw. ‘And
they are. They’re infamous.’ It used to be said that living well is the best revenge; for these
two, it was to kill and die in spectacular fashion.”45 The emphasis on the killers’ desire for
fame in the coverage downplays the extent to which the shootings were politically moti-
vated, as Giroux and Williams show; but the emphasis on fame as an alibi also effaces the
extent to which the shootings took the competitive culture of violence to its logical exten-
sion, even turning themselves into commodities, notorious for an instant. Harris and Kle-
bold were even willing to sacrifice their own lives to win at the game they had been losing
for years. 

There is an overwhelming sense in the coverage that police and parents lost the compe-
tition with the kids by failing to see the signs, failing in the shootout at the school, and, due
to the suicides, even losing the satisfaction of a legal trial to see authority restored symbol-
ically. Just as endless Vietnam films of the 1970s and 1980s brought to national con-
sciousness a notion of the Viet Cong as an enemy that cannot be seen, everywhere and
nowhere, simultaneously culpable aggressors and innocent victims, media coverage sur-
rounding Columbine and Kosovo framed youth simultaneously as innocent victims in need
of saving and as violent aggressors hell-bent on destruction. These Vietnam films produced
a nostalgia for a good war in which the enemy was visible, thereby replacing a meaningful
public discussion of the motives for U.S. imperial aggression with a suggestion that the real
problem behind a war that cost roughly 60,000 U.S. and over two million Vietnamese lives,
was that the U.S. was denied an opportunity to fight the good fight. That representation
both denies the politics undergirding U.S. global aggression and it transforms the aggres-
sor into the victim. Similarly, Columbine coverage produced nostalgia for the “good
school” with its innocent culture of violence exemplified by white warriors on the football
field. The coverage denies the relationship between the pervasive culture of violence that
structures the lived realities of school for many students and the broader social structures
that such violence serves. It is precisely this connection that Time’s editor denies in the “Why
We Returned to Columbine” editorial. Says Time editor-in-chief Norman Pearlstine,
defending Time’s sensationalist coverage, “It’s not our tendency to sensationalize crime or
do covers on the crime of the week. Sometimes, however, a shocking picture—of a wartime
execution, a brutality, a kid with a gun—along with an analysis of the tale behind it serves
to focus our eyes on things we would prefer to ignore but instead should try to under-
stand.”46 Yet, not unlike the Vietnam War practice of measuring success through body
counts, understanding and even justice ultimately become the compilation of the most
minute details possible of the event by Time’s team, thereby replacing with spectacle a
meaningful discussion of the role that the innocent culture of violence plays in maintaining
a social order in the service of the corporation. 

Within the climate of the innocent culture of violence the endlessly repeated images of
collapsing twin towers were nearly seamlessly contextualized as a complete surprise, a fall
from American innocence. Rather than confronting the problem with U.S. intervention in
the Middle East, central and South America, and elsewhere as the originary violence that
has been some of the most brutal of the past century, the event was interpreted as unthink-
able and irrational rather than as a political response, thereby justifying an escalation of
violence in the Middle East, central and south Asia, and South America. In the declaration
of permanent war not on a specific enemy but on a method of warfare, mindless vengeance
trumps understanding the history of U.S. imperial violence overseas that brought about



16 Kenneth J. Saltman

such brutal reaction. Moreover, the enemy’s ideological commitments, basic values, and
historical relation to the U.S. cannot be discussed as the ground of discussion in the war on
terrorism is shifted to the methods of struggle. The enemy is anyone in the world who does
not pledge allegiance. 

Education is becoming increasingly justified on the grounds of national security. This can
be seen in the Hart-Rudman commission that in 2000 called for education to be classified
as an issue of national security, in the increase of federal funding to school security simul-
taneous with cuts to community policing, in the continuation of the Troops to Teachers pro-
gram, as well as the original A Nation at Risk report. Why is this? It is tied to the attack on
social spending more generally, the antifederalist aspect of neoliberalism, a politics of con-
tainment rather than investment, the political efficacy of keeping large segments of the pop-
ulation uneducated and miseducated, the economic efficacy of keeping funds flowing to
the defense and high-tech sectors and away from the segments of the population that are
viewed as of little use to capital. As well, the working class, employed in low-skill, low-pay-
ing service sector jobs, would be likely to complain or even organize if they were encour-
aged to question and think too much. Education and literacy are tied to political
participation. Participation might mean that noncorporate elites would want social invest-
ment in public projects or at least projects that might benefit most people. That won’t do.
There is a reason that the federal government wants soldiers rather than say the glut of
unemployed Ph.D.s in classrooms. Additionally, corporate globalization initiatives 
such as the FTAA seek to allow corporate competition into the public sector at an unprece-
dented level. In theory, public schools would have to compete with corporate for-profit
schooling initiatives from any corporation in the world. By redefining public schooling 
as a national security issue, education could be exempted from the purview of this radical
globalization that such agreements impose on other nations. Consistent with the 
trend, education for national security defines the public interest through the discourse of
discipline that influences reforms that deskill teachers, inhibiting teaching as a critical and
intellectual endeavor that aims to make a participatory citizenry capable of building the
public sphere. 

What to do? As Seymour Melman argues in After Capitalism, a central task for the 
future is to transform a war economy to a civilian one not only for former Soviet states but
for the United States as well. Considering the ways that the global financial system main-
tains poverty and the military system produces war, a key task for educators is to imagine
the role of education as a means of mobilizing citizens to understand and transform these
systems toward a goal of global democracy and global justice. Militarized schooling can
be resisted at the local level. Many activists and critical educators already do so. For 
example, Kevin Ramirez started and runs the Military Out of Our Schools campaign that
seeks to eject JROTC programs from public schools. Ramirez points out to parents, teach-
ers, administrators, and newspaper reporters that school violence is an extension of social
violence, which is taught. Like Ramirez, other civic and religious organizations work to 
eliminate military recruiting in schools. I have argued that militarized education in the
United States needs to be understood in relation to the enforcement of corporate economic
imperatives and in relation to a rising culture of “law and order” that pervades popular 
culture, educational discourse, foreign policy, and language. The movement against 
militarism in education must go beyond challenging militarized schooling so as to 
challenge the many ways that militarism as a cultural logic enforces the expansion of cor-
porate power and decimates public democratic power. Such a movement against 
education as enforcement must include the practice of critical pedagogy and also ideally
links to multiple movements against oppression such as the antiglobalization, feminist,
labor, environmental, and antiracism movements. These movements and critical educa-
tional practice and theory need to form the basis for imagining and implementing a just
future. 


