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1NC AT: Terrorism Impact 

Terrorist organizations are weak

Carle 7/16/08 [Carle, L. Glenn, a member of the CIA's Clandestine Service for 23 years, “ A member of the CIA's Clandestine Service for 23 years , ” The Salt Lake Tribune, July 16, 2008, http://www.sltrib.com/opinion/ci_9901142]
Sen. John McCain has repeatedly characterized the threat of "radical Islamic extremism" as "the absolute gravest threat ... that we're in against." Before we simply accept this, we need to examine the nature of the terrorist threat facing our country. If we do so, we will see how we have allowed the specter of that threat to distort our lives and take our treasure.     The "Global War on Terror" has conjured the image of terrorists behind every bush, the bushes themselves burning, and an angry god inciting its faithful to religious war. We have been called to arms, built fences, and compromised our laws and the practices that define us as a nation. The administration has focused on pursuing terrorists and countering an imminent and terrifying threat. Thousands of Americans have died as a result, as have tens of thousands of foreigners.     The inclination to trust our leaders when they warn of danger is compelling, particularly when the specters of mushroom clouds and jihadists haunt every debate. McCain, accepting this view of the threats, pledges to continue the Bush administration's policy of few distinctions but ruthless actions.     I spent 23 years in the CIA. I drafted or was involved in many of the government's most senior assessments of the threats facing our country. I have devoted years to understanding and combating the jihadist threat.     We rightly honor as heroes those who serve our nation and offer their lives to protect ours. We all "support the troops." Yet the first step for any commander is to understand the enemy. The next commander in chief should base his counterterrorism policies on the following realities:     We do not face a global jihadist "movement" but a series of disparate ethnic and religious conflicts involving Muslim populations, each of which remains fundamentally regional in nature and almost all of which long predate the existence of al-Qaida.     Osama bin Laden and his disciples are small men and secondary threats whose shadows are made large by our fears. Al-Qaida is the only global jihadist organization and is the only Islamic terrorist organization that targets the U.S. homeland. Al-Qaida remains capable of striking here and is plotting from its redoubt in Waziristan, Pakistan. The organization, however, has only a handful of individuals capable of planning, organizing and leading a terrorist operation. Al-Qaida threatens to use chemical, biological, radiological or nuclear weapons, but its capabilities are far inferior to its desires. Even the "loose nuke" threat, whose consequences would be horrific, has a very low probability. For the medium term, any attack is overwhelmingly likely to consist of creative uses of conventional explosives.     No other Islamic-based terrorist organization, from Mindanao to the Bekaa Valley to the Sahel, targets the U.S. homeland; is part of a "global jihadist movement"; or has more than passing contact with al-Qaida. These groups do and will, however, identify themselves with global jihadist rhetoric and may bandy the bogey-phrase of "al-Qaida." They are motivated by hostility toward the West and fear of the irresistible changes that education, trade, and economic and social development are causing in their cultures. These regional terrorist organizations may target U.S. interests or persons in the groups' historic areas of interest and operations. None of these groups is likely to succeed in seizing power or in destabilizing the societies they attack, though they may succeed in killing numerous people through sporadic attacks such as the Madrid train bombings.     There are and will continue to be small numbers of Muslims in certain Western countries - in the dozens, perhaps - who seek to commit terrorist acts, along the lines of the British citizens behind the 2005 London bus bombings. Some may have irregular contact with al-Qaida central in Waziristan; more will act as free agents for their imagined cause. They represent an Islamic-tinged version of the anarchists of the late 19th century: dupes of "true belief," the flotsam of revolutionary cultural change and destruction in Islam, and of personal anomie. We need to catch and neutralize these people. But they do not represent a global movement or a global threat.     The threat from Islamic terrorism is no larger now than it was before Sept. 11, 2001. Islamic societies the world over are in turmoil and will continue for years to produce small numbers of dedicated killers, whom we must stop. U.S. and allied intelligence do a good job at that; these efforts, however, will never succeed in neutralizing every terrorist, everywhere.     Why are these views so starkly at odds with what the Bush administration has said since the beginning of the "Global War on Terror"? This administration has heard what it has wished to hear, pressured the intelligence community to verify preconceptions, undermined or sidetracked opposing voices, and both instituted and been victim of procedures that guaranteed that the slightest terrorist threat reporting would receive disproportionate weight - thereby comforting the administration's preconceptions and policy inclinations.     We must not delude ourselves about the nature of the terrorist threat to our country. We must not take fright at the specter our leaders have exaggerated. In fact, we must see jihadists for the small, lethal, disjointed and miserable opponents that they are. 

We are killing terrorists now—they can’t do shit

Kellerhals 10/09/08  [Merle, “Defeating Terrorism Requires Common Goal, Strategic Effort,” News Blaze, http://newsblaze.com/story/20081009103412tsop.nb/topstory.html Dailey = State Dept coordinator for counterterrorism]
No cause can justify or excuse the murder of innocent people, which makes the struggle against terrorism a fight for values and principles that are universal, says Ambassador Dell Dailey, the U.S. State Department's coordinator for counterterrorism.
"In the last several years, we've been working with our partners on a regional strategy to disaggregate terrorist networks, eliminate terror safe havens, and disrupt terrorist links, including financial, travel, communications and intelligence," Dailey said in a recent informal meeting with journalists in Washington.
Dailey said that in the past seven years, new legislation in scores of countries has introduced or upgraded counterterrorism measures, including money-laundering and finance legislation making it more difficult for terrorist groups to survive.
The struggle won't end with a single action or program, Dailey said. It must include a common goal approached in a strategic, coordinated and international manner.

"We can marginalize violent extremists by addressing people's needs and grievances, by giving people a stake in their own future, and providing alternatives, both physical and ideological, to what the terrorists offer," Dailey said. "Over time, our global and regional cooperative efforts will reduce the terrorists' capacity to harm us and our partners, while local security and development assistance will build our partners' capability."
All 27 nations of the European Union have formed financial intelligence units designed to track and thwart terrorist financing efforts. "Document security and securing borders [have] also been very progressive and successful," Dailey said.
And the State Department's Anti-Terrorism Assistance Program has trained more than 6,000 individuals in 150 partner countries and provided equipment and technology.

"Foreign assistance is another vital component of our efforts," Dailey said. "It addresses conditions that terrorists exploit for recruitment and ideological purposes."

Two examples of foreign assistance programs that support U.S. counterterrorism efforts are the Middle East Partnership Initiative and the Millennium Challenge Corporation, he said.

"These programs ... increase access to education [and] improved health care, and focus on democratic and economic reform," Dailey said. "For example, the United States is partnered with governments, NGOs [nongovernmental organizations] and local communities around the world to rebuild schools and create education programs that reach marginalized children: girls, ethnic minorities and children affected by HIV/AIDS, wars and other catastrophes throughout the Middle East and South Asia."

Dailey said these efforts have been reflected in public opinion polling by the Pew Research Center for the People and the Press. It shows that support for the transnational terrorist group al-Qaida has been declining throughout the world in recent years, and that support for suicide bombing has fallen by half or more in the past five years.

But dealing with al-Qaida is complicated by the fact that it is a decentralized enemy that is professional and highly adept at using sophisticated propaganda to exploit electronic data through the Internet, Dailey said.

"The international community, the governments and international organizations, politicians, academics, religious and community leaders, in general, need to do better in disrupting terrorist propaganda and its misinformation," Dailey said.
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T/international collaboration is weakening terrorists—plan would undermine it.

McKeeby 8 [David I., News Blaze, “New Report Showcases Global Progress Against Terrorism,” 5-1-2008, http://newsblaze.com/story/20080501060622tsop.nb/newsblaze/WORLDNEW/World-News.html]
International gains against terrorist cells in 2007 highlight the continuing need for a complex, comprehensive and collaborative strategy against terrorism.

"Working with allies and partners across the world, we've created a less permissive operating environment for terrorists, kept leaders on the move or in hiding and degraded their ability to plan and mount attacks," said State Department counterterrorism coordinator Dell Dailey upon the April 30 release of Country Reports on Terrorism 2007.

An annual report developed jointly by the State Department and the National Counterterrorism Center (NCTC), Country Reports on Terrorism 2007 provides Congress with information on progress in the fight against al-Qaida and other U.S.-designated foreign terrorist groups active in the Americas, Africa, Europe, the Middle East and Asia.

In 2007, there were 14,499 terrorist attacks worldwide, according to the report, a slight decrease from 14,570 in 2006. But progress against terrorism cannot be measured by numbers alone, says NCTC Deputy Director Russ Travers.

"Last year, almost 9,400 police officers were injured or killed. We also saw a growth in the number of attacks against schools," Travers said. "We also have reporting indicating upwards of 2,400 children were killed. The number is undoubtedly far higher, but that's [what] we can document."

TERRORISM REMAINS COMPLEX THREAT

Since 2001, improvements in border and transportation security, new banking and legal codes and expanded intelligence cooperation among nations have weakened terrorists, said Dailey, citing foiled terrorist plots in the United Kingdom, Germany and Denmark in 2007.

But terrorism remains a complex threat, Dailey added. Cells operating from safe havens in unstable corners of the world are working to circumvent new security measures by forging alliances with regional affiliates and waging an increasingly Internet-based propaganda campaign to exploit local grievances and recruit a new generation of youth onto the path of radicalism.

"The terrorists' message of hate and death holds no promise for anyone's future," Dailey said.

Countering radicalization is a top priority, said Dailey, and is taking a variety of forms, from Colombia's delivery of services and security in confronting the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia, to Saudi Arabia's initiative to rehabilitate former radicals, to the newly elected Pakistani government's renewed effort to bring peace and security to its tribal regions bordering Afghanistan.

2NC AT Terrorism Impact—Ext Won’t Attack

Terrorism declining now—laundry list

Brookings Institution 7/18/08 [independent research and policy institute, “Have we exaggerated the threat of terrorism?” Brookings Institute, July 18, 2008, http://www.brookings.edu/events/2008/0221_terrorism.aspx]
One participant argued that terrorism presents minimal cause for concern. Discounting war zones, studies show that there have been very few people killed by “Muslim extremists” each year—in fact, more people drown in bathtubs each year in the United States. The FBI reported in 2005 that it had not found an al-Qaeda presence in the United States. Additionally, terrorism, by its very nature, can be self-defeating: many attacks by al-Qaeda have caused the group to lose popularity.  This participant questioned both the intentions and capability of al-Qaeda. Osama bin Laden has threatened many attacks that he has not been able to execute. In specific, this participant thought it unlikely that that al-Qaeda would obtain nuclear weapons, despite fears to the contrary. Another participant agreed that the fears about terrorism are exaggerated and differentiated between the actual campaign against al-Qaeda and its supporters and the idea of a general “war on terrorism.”  However, participants also detailed the larger problems that terrorism can create, regardless of the numbers it kills directly: terrorism often leads to insurgencies or civil wars; it could destabilize U.S. allies in the Middle East and the whole Middle Eastern architecture; terrorism keeps oil prices high; and it has psychological effects beyond the actual death tolls. Additionally, many planned attacks have been stopped before they were carried out; one participant noted that there have been several near-misses recently. One participant argued that the war on terrorism is actually about an ideological battle between the United States and its allies and radical forces. Another participant agreed with this assessment of the general struggle between the United States and “radical Islamic extremism.” This participant noted that the larger struggle is much more complicated to understand than terrorism in specific and that this leads to a disproportionate focus on terrorism and the accompanying misallocation of resources.  Participants highlighted the difference between the risks presented by terrorism in the United States and around the world. The impact of terrorism in Iraq and Lebanon, for instance, is completely different than the impact in the United States, which one participant categorized as being essentially psychological. The relevance of the capability of governments at preventing terrorism was also addressed. Terrorism is particularly dangerous in places where there is weak government capacity and rule of law.  Participants discussed why has there not been another terrorist attack in the United States since September 11, 2001. One participant presented several reasons: the United States has a supportive domestic Muslim population; the would-be terrorists in the United States are not skilled; and U.S. counterterrorism policy has made it more difficult for the al-Qaeda core to plan complex attacks. This participant argued, however, that there are risks that this situation may change going forward. As the al-Qaeda core reconstitutes itself in Pakistan, it may be able to plan more complex attacks again. Additionally, the U.S. Muslim population may become less supportive overtime as a result of U.S. homeland security policy. However, another participant did not think the attitudes of the U.S. Muslim community were particularly relevant to this debate. 
Terrorists losing

Mueller 12/13/06 [Mueller, John, national security expert and author of Overblown, “Overblown: How Politicians and the Terrorism Industry Inflate National Security Threats, and Why We Believe Them,” Cato Institute, December 13, 2006, http://www.cato.org/event.php?eventid=3367]
Since September 11, 2001, there have been no terrorist attacks in the United States, even though a single person with a bomb-filled backpack could carry one out. Why hasn’t it happened? Among the possibilities is that the threat of domestic terrorism is not as great as generally assumed. In his provocative book Overblown, national security expert John Mueller argues that the capacity of al-Qaeda or of any similar group to do damage in the United States pales in comparison to the capacity other dedicated enemies have possessed in the past. Our responses to the terror threat may be more costly than any damage terrorists could do. Indeed, they may play into terrorists’ hands. Mueller argues that it is time to rethink our approach to terrorism, target resources proportionately to the threat, and avoid the fear-mongering that has been such a staple of post-9/11 public dialogue. Please join us for a lively discussion with this interesting author and a very distinguished commentator. 
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Terrorists won’t attack

Mueller 6 [Mueller, John, national security expert and author of Overblown, “Overblown: How Politicians and the Terrorism Industry Inflate National Security Threats, and Why We Believe Them,” Cato Institute, December 13, 2006, http://www.cato.org/event.php?eventid=3367]
For the past five years, Americans have been regularly regaled with dire predictions of another major al Qaeda attack in the United States. In 2003, a group of 200 senior government officials and business executives, many of them specialists in security and terrorism, pronounced it likely that a terrorist strike more devastating than 9/11 -- possibly involving weapons of mass destruction -- would occur before the end of 2004. In May 2004, Attorney General John Ashcroft warned that al Qaeda could "hit hard" in the next few months and said that 90 percent of the arrangements for an attack on U.S. soil were complete. That fall, Newsweek reported that it was "practically an article of faith among counterterrorism officials" that al Qaeda would strike in the run-up to the November 2004 election. When that "October surprise" failed to materialize, the focus shifted: a taped encyclical from Osama bin Laden, it was said, demonstrated that he was too weak to attack before the election but was marshalling his resources to do so months after it.  On the first page of its founding manifesto, the massively funded Department of Homeland Security intones, "Today's terrorists can strike at any place, at any time, and with virtually any weapon."  But if it is so easy to pull off an attack and if terrorists are so demonically competent, why have they not done it? Why have they not been sniping at people in shopping centers, collapsing tunnels, poisoning the food supply, cutting electrical lines, derailing trains, blowing up oil pipelines, causing massive traffic jams, or exploiting the countless other vulnerabilities that, according to security experts, could so easily be exploited?  One reasonable explanation is that almost no terrorists exist in the United States and few have the means or the inclination to strike from abroad. But this explanation is rarely offered.  HUFFING AND PUFFING  Instead, Americans are told -- often by the same people who had once predicted imminent attacks -- that the absence of international terrorist strikes in the United States is owed to the protective measures so hastily and expensively put in place after 9/11. But there is a problem with this argument. True, there have been no terrorist incidents in the United States in the last five years. But nor were there any in the five years before the 9/11 attacks, at a time when the United States was doing much less to protect itself. It would take only one or two guys with a gun or an explosive to terrorize vast numbers of people, as the sniper attacks around Washington, D.C., demonstrated in 2002. Accordingly, the government's protective measures would have to be nearly perfect to thwart all such plans. Given the monumental imperfection of the government's response to Hurricane Katrina, and the debacle of FBI and National Security Agency programs to upgrade their computers to better coordinate intelligence information, that explanation seems far-fetched. Moreover, Israel still experiences terrorism even with a far more extensive security apparatus.  It may well have become more difficult for terrorists to get into the country, but, as thousands demonstrate each day, it is far from impossible. Immigration procedures have been substantially tightened (at considerable cost), and suspicious U.S. border guards have turned away a few likely bad apples. But visitors and immigrants continue to flood the country. There are over 300 million legal entries by foreigners each year, and illegal crossings number between 1,000 and 4,000 a day -- to say nothing of the generous quantities of forbidden substances that the government has been unable to intercept or even detect despite decades of a strenuous and well-funded "war on drugs." Every year, a number of people from Muslim countries -- perhaps hundreds -- are apprehended among the illegal flow from Mexico, and many more probably make it through. Terrorism does not require a large force. And the 9/11 planners, assuming Middle Eastern males would have problems entering the United States legally after the attack, put into motion plans to rely thereafter on non-Arabs with passports from Europe and Southeast Asia.  If al Qaeda operatives are as determined and inventive as assumed, they should be here by now. If they are not yet here, they must not be trying very hard or must be far less dedicated, diabolical, and competent than the common image would suggest. 
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US crushing terrorists

Baker 8  [Baker, Gerard, US Editor and Assistant Editor of The Times of London “Cheer up. We're winning this War on Terror,” The Times, June 27, 2008, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/comment/columnists/gerard_baker/article4221376.ece]

And yet the evidence is now overwhelming that on all fronts, despite inevitable losses from time to time, it is we who are advancing and the enemy who is in retreat. The current mood on both sides of the Atlantic, in fact, represents a kind of curious inversion of the great French soldier's dictum: “Success against the Taleban. Enemy giving way in Iraq. Al-Qaeda on the run. Situation dire. Let's retreat!”  Since it is remarkable how pervasive this pessimism is, it's worth recapping what has been achieved in the past few years. Afghanistan has been a signal success. There has been much focus on the latest counter-offensive by the Taleban in the southeast of the country and it would be churlish to minimise the ferocity with which the terrorists are fighting, but it would be much more foolish to understate the scale of the continuing Nato achievement. Establishing a stable government for the whole nation is painstaking work, years in the making. It might never be completed. But that was not the principal objective of the war there.

  Until the US-led invasion in 2001, Afghanistan was the cockpit of ascendant Islamist terrorism. Consider the bigger picture. Between 1998 and 2005 there were five big terrorist attacks against Western targets - the bombings of the US embassies in Africa in 1998, the attack on the USS Cole in 2000, 9/11, and the Madrid and London bombings in 2004 and 2005. All owed their success either exclusively or largely to Afghanistan's status as a training and planning base for al-Qaeda.  In the past three years there has been no attack on anything like that scale. Al-Qaeda has been driven into a state of permanent flight. Its ability to train jihadists has been severely compromised; its financial networks have been ripped apart. Thousands of its activists and enablers have been killed. It's true that Osama bin Laden's forces have been regrouping in the border areas of Pakistan but their ability to orchestrate mass terrorism there is severely attenuated. And there are encouraging signs that Pakistanis are starting to take to the offensive against them.  Next time you hear someone say that the war in Afghanistan is an exercise in futility ask them this: do they seriously think that if the US and its allies had not ousted the Taleban and sustained an offensive against them for six years that there would have been no more terrorist attacks in the West? What characterised Islamist terrorism before the Afghan war was increasing sophistication, boldness and terrifying efficiency. What has characterised the terrorist attacks in the past few years has been their crudeness, insignificance and a faintly comical ineptitude (remember Glasgow airport?)  The second great advance in the War on Terror has been in Iraq. There's no need to recapitulate the disasters of the US-led war from the fall of Saddam Hussein in April 2003 to his execution at the end of 2006. We may never fully make up for three and a half lost years of hubris and incompetence but in the last 18 months the change has been startling.  The “surge”, despite all the doubts and derision at the time, has been a triumph of US military planning and execution. Political progress was slower in coming but is now evident too. The Iraqi leadership has shown great courage and dispatch in extirpating extremists and a growing willingness even to turn on Shia militias. Basra is more peaceful and safer than it has been since before the British moved in. Despite setbacks such as yesterday's bombings, the streets of Iraq's cities are calmer and safer than they have been in years. Seventy companies have bid for oil contracts from the Iraqi Government. There are signs of a real political reconciliation that may reach fruition in the election later this year.  The third and perhaps most significant advance of all in the War on Terror is the discrediting of the Islamist creed and its appeal.  This was first of all evident in Iraq, where the head-hacking frenzy of Abu Musab al-Zarqawi and his associates so alienated the majority of Muslims that it gave rise to the so-called Sunni Awakening that enabled the surge to be so effective.  But it has spread way beyond Iraq. As Lawrence Wright described in an important piece in The New Yorker last month, there is growing disgust not just among moderate Muslims but even among other jihadists at the extremism of the terrorists.  Deeply encouraging has been the widespread revulsion in Muslim communities in Europe - especially in Britain after the 7/7 attacks of three years ago. Some of the biggest intelligence breakthroughs in the past few years have been achieved from former al-Qaeda supporters who have turned against the movement.  There ought to be no surprise here. It's only their apologists in the Western media who really failed to see the intrinsic evil of Islamists. Those who have had to live with it have never been in much doubt about what it represents. Ask the people of Iran. Or those who fled the horrors of Afghanistan under the Taleban.  This is why we fight. Primarily, of course, to protect ourselves from the immediate threat of terrorist carnage, but also because we know that extending the embrace of a civilisation that liberates everyone makes us all safer.  Every death is an unspeakable tragedy. It's right that each time a soldier is killed in action we ask why. Was it really worth it?  The right response to the loss of brave souls such as Corporal Sarah Bryant, the first British woman to die in Afghanistan, is not an immediate call for retreat. It is, first of all, pride; a great, deep conviction that it is on such sacrifice that our own freedoms have always rested. Then, defiance. How foolish is the enemy that it might think our grief is really some prelude to their victory? Finally, confidence. We are prevailing in this struggle. We know it. And everywhere: in Afghanistan, in Iraq, and among Muslims around the world, the enemy knows it too. 
1nc --- Hege Adv
No impact to the rise of a hostile rival --- deterrence and geography solve
Layne 6 [Christopher Layne, IR at Texas A&M, 2006, The Peace of Illusions, p. 182]
Offshore balancing is a hedging strategy. It recognizes that if regional power balances fail, the United States might need to intervene counterhegmonically, because a Eurasian hegemon might pose a threat to American security. However, an offshore balancing strategy would not assume that the rise of a twenty-first-century Eurasian hegemon inevitably would threaten the Untied States. There is a strong case to be made that the nuclear revolution has transformed the geopolitical context with respect to America’s interests in Eurasia in two crucial ways. First, nuclear weapons have made the Eurasian balance less salient to the United States. Because of nuclear deterrence (and geography), fear that a future Eurasian hegemon would command sufficient resources to imperil the United States arguably is a strategic artifact of the prenuclear era. Second, even as the impact of the Eurasian balance of power has declined as a factor in America’s security, in a nuclear world the likely cost of U.S. intervention in a great power war in Eurasia has risen. 
Their evidence is wrong – three reasons: it hugely overestimates U.S. ability to prevent conflict, underestimates the costs of hegemony (i.e. war) and relies on threat inflation to justify an activist grand strategy 

Christopher Layne, Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A & M University, 2006, The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present, p. 176-177

A second contention advanced by proponents of American hegemony is that the United States cannot withdraw from Eurasia because a great power war there could shape the post-conflict international system in ways harmful to U.S. interests. Hence, the United States “could suffer few economic losses during a war, or even benefit somewhat, and still find the postwar environ​ment quite costly to its own trade and investment.”59 This really is not an eco​nomic argument but rather an argument about the consequences of Eura​sia’s political and ideological, as well as economic, closure. Proponents of hegemony fear that if great power wars in Eurasia occur, they could bring to power militaristic or totalitarian regimes. Here, several points need to be made. First, proponents of American hegemony overestimate the amount of influence that the United States has on the international system. There are numerous possible geopolitical rivalries in Eurasia. Most of these will not cul​minate in war, but it’s a good bet that some will. But regardless of whether Eurasian great powers remain at peace, the outcomes are going to be caused more by those states’ calculations of their interests than by the presence of U.S. forces in Eurasia. The United States has only limited power to affect the amount of war and peace in the international system, and whatever influence it does have is being eroded by the creeping multipolarization under way in Eurasia. Second, the possible benefits of “environment shaping” have to be weighed against the possible costs of U.S. involvement in a big Eurasian war. Finally, distilled to its essence, this argument is a restatement of the fear that U.S. security and interests inevitably will be jeopardized by a Eurasian hege​mon. This threat is easily exaggerated, and manipulated, to disguise ulterior motives for U.S. military intervention in Eurasia.
Hegemony doesn’t solve conflict --- 

Layne 6 [Christopher, Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A & M University, 2006, The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present, p. 178]
The bottom line is that the arguments of hegemony’s proponents are not convincing. Great power wars in Eurasia don’t happen often, and when they do, America’s economic stakes in Eurasia have never sucked it into war against its will. Doubtless, at some point in the coming decades great power war again will occur in Eurasia. When it does, the United States is uniquely well positioned to weather any economic disruption that might ensue. The United States benefits economically from great power peace in Eurasia, but Eurasia is at peace most of the time—and will be regardless of the presence of U.S. troops—and most of the time U.S. trade with Eurasia will not be af​fected by great power turmoil. In this sense, it is far from clear that any eco​nomic benefit accrues to the United States from its military commitments in Eurasia. Simply put, regardless of whether American troops are playing a hegemonic - “stabilizing” role, most of the time the United States is going to be able to reap the benefits of economic exchange with Eurasia. On the other hand, U.S. forces in Eurasia do not ensure the continuance of peace (just as their withdrawal would not mean the inevitable outbreak of war). What the U.S. forward presence does do, however, is expose the United States to automatic entanglement in a future great power war in Eurasia, re​gardless of whether its interests seriously are implicated by the conflict. In a nuclear world, this is something the United States should want to avoid. The aim of American grand strategy should be to preserve America’s freedom to decide whether its interests require it to intervene in a Eurasian war and, if so, to determine the extent of its military involvement.
1nc --- Hege Adv
Hegemony doesn’t solve regional stability 

Layne 6 [Christopher, Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A & M University, 2006, The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present, p. 170]
Of course, proponents of current U.S. grand strategy will object that, by retracting its security umbrella, the United States will create Eurasian secu​rity vacuums that will cause re-nationalization and a reversion to de​stabilizing multipolarity.34 Ironically, however, America’s hegemonic grand strategy is failing in this respect already, because re-nationalization is occur​ring gradually, even though the United States is acting as a regional stabi​lizer. On its present grand strategic course the United States will end up with the worst of both worlds: notwithstanding the U.S. military presence, Eurasia is becoming more multipolar and more volatile. This means that instead of increasing the chances of peace, its alliances expose the United States to the rising probability of becoming entrapped in a future Eurasian war.
Heg collapse inevitable—other countries will overtake us economically 

Ferguson, Prof @ Harvard, 10 [Niall Ferguson is Professor of History at Harvard University, a Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, and a Senior Research Fellow for Foreign Affairs, “Complexity and Collapse,” Foreign Affairs Volume 89 • Number 2, March/April 2010]
The current economic challenges facing the United States are  also often represented as long-term threats.  It is the slow march of  demographics—which is driving up the ratio of retirees to workers—  and not current policy,  that condemns the public ﬁnances of the  United States to sink deeper into the red. According to the Congressional  Budget O⁄ce’s “alternative ﬁscal scenario, ”which takes into account  likely changes in government policy,  public debt could rise from  44 percent before the ﬁnancial crisis to a staggering 716 percent by  2080. In its “extended-baseline scenario, ”which assumes current policies  will remain the same, the ﬁgure is closer to 280 percent. It hardly seems  to matter which number is correct. Is there a single member of Congress  who is willing to cut entitlements or increase taxes in order to avert a  crisis that will culminate only when today’s babies are retirees? 

Similarly, when it comes to the global economy, the wheel of history  seems to revolve slowly, like an old water mill in high summer. Some  projections suggest that China’s gdp will overtake the United States’  gdp in 2027; others say that this will not happen until 2040. By 2050,   India’s economy will supposedly catch up with that of the United  States, too. But to many, these great changes in the balance of economic  power seem very remote compared with the timeframe for the deploy-ment of U. S.  soldiers to Afghanistan and then their withdrawal,  for  which the unit of account is months, not years, much less decades.   Yet it is possible that this whole conceptual framework is, in fact,   ﬂawed. Perhaps Cole’s artistic representation of imperial birth, growth,   and eventual death is a misrepresentation of the historical process.   What if history is not cyclical and slow moving but arrhythmic—at  times almost stationary, but also capable of accelerating suddenly, like  a sports car? What if collapse does not arrive over a number of centuries  but comes suddenly, like a thief in the night? 
Great powers and empires are, I would suggest, complex systems,   made up of a very large number of interacting components that  are asymmetrically organized, which means their construction more  resembles a termite hill than an Egyptian pyramid.  They operate  somewhere between order and disorder—on “the edge of chaos, ”in the  phrase of the computer scientist Christopher Langton. Such systems  can appear to operate quite stably for some time; they seem to be in  equilibrium but are,  in fact,  constantly adapting.  But there comes a  moment when complex systems “go critical. ”A very small trigger can  set oª a “phase transition”from a benign equilibrium to a crisis—a single  grain of sand causes a whole pile to collapse, or a butterﬂy ﬂaps its wings  in the Amazon and brings about a hurricane in southeastern England.   Not long after such crises happen, historians arrive on the scene.   They are the scholars who specialize in the study of “fat tail”events—  the low-frequency,  high-impact moments that inhabit the tails of  probability distributions, such as wars, revolutions, ﬁnancial crashes,   and imperial collapses. But historians often misunderstand complexity  in decoding these events.  They are trained to explain calamity in  terms of long-term causes,  often dating back decades. This is what  Nassim Taleb rightly condemned in The Black Swanas “the narrative  fallacy”: the construction of psychologically satisfying stories on the  principle of post hoc, ergo propter hoc. 
Drawing casual inferences about causation is an age-old habit.   Take World War I. A huge war breaks out in the summer of 1914, to the  great surprise of nearly everyone. Before long, historians have devised  a story line commensurate with the disaster:  a treaty governing the  neutrality of Belgium that was signed in 1839, the waning of Ottoman  power in the Balkans dating back to the 1870s, and malevolent Germans  and the navy they began building in 1897. A contemporary version of  this fallacy traces the 9/11 attacks back to the Egyptian government’s  1966 execution of Sayyid Qutb, the Islamist writer who inspired the  Muslim Brotherhood. Most recently, the ﬁnancial crisis that began in  2007 has been attributed to measures of ﬁnancial deregulation taken  in the United States in the 1980s. 
In reality, the proximate triggers of a crisis are often suffcient to  explain the sudden shift from a good equilibrium to a bad mess. Thus,   World War I was actually caused by a series of diplomatic miscal-culations in the summer of 1914, the real origins of 9/11 lie in the politics  of Saudi Arabia in the 1990s, and the ﬁnancial crisis was principally  due to errors in monetary policy by the U. S.  Federal Reserve and to  China’s rapid accumulation of dollar reserves after 2001. Most of the  fat-tail phenomena that historians study are not the climaxes of prolonged  and deterministic story lines; instead, they represent perturbations, and  sometimes the complete breakdowns, of complex systems. 
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No proxy wars or great power wars --- incentives to cooperate outweigh

Weitz 6 [Richard, Senior Fellow and Director at the Program Management Hudson Institute, “Averting a New Great Game in Central Asia,” The Washington Quarterly]

Fortunately, the fact that Central Asia does not represent the most important geographic region for any external great power also works against the revival of a traditional, geopolitical great-game conflict. Russia, China, and the United States have strong reasons to cooperate in the region. Although each country has extensive goals in Central Asia, the resources they have available to pursue them are limited, given other priorities. As long as their general relations remain nonconfrontational, Moscow, Beijing, and Washington are unlikely to pursue policies in a lower priority region such as Central Asia that could disrupt their overall ties. Most often, they will find it more efficient and effective to collaborate to diminish redundancies, exploit synergies, and pool funding and other scarce assets in the pursuit of common objectives. Unfounded fears or overtly competitive policies could undermine these opportunities for cooperation and should be avoided.

Russia won’t confront US forces --- stability outweighs

Weitz 6 [Richard, Senior Fellow and Director at the Program Management Hudson Institute, “Averting a New Great Game in Central Asia,” The Washington Quarterly]

How long the Russian government will endorse the substantial U.S. military presence in Central Asia remains unclear. Moscow initially accepted the deployments because U.S. forces could fight local Islamic extremists more effectively than Russia and its local allies could. More recently, the U.S. invasion of Iraq and the Colored Revolutions that deposed pro-Moscow governments in Georgia, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan have led influential Russians to view the continued U.S. presence as a major source of instability. In February 2005, the Russian Foreign Ministry pressured the Kyrgyz government to reject a U.S. request to station AWACS aircraft at Ganci.9 Since then, Russia’s state-dominated media has repeatedly urged Central Asian governments to crack down on U.S.-supported civil liberties groups.10 Alexander Vershbow, the departing U.S. ambassador to Russia, said that, to draw Central Asian states closer to Moscow, some Russian officials had launched a “concerted and coordinated effort to foster the impression that the United States is trying to undermine the regimes in the region.”11 Pushing too hard for U.S. disengagement, however, could antagonize Washington, aggravate regional instability, and alarm Central Asians seeking to balance the great powers. Moscow confronts more pressing security challenges in the Caucasus, especially Chechnya, and would prefer not to divert resources to fill the security vacuum that would follow a U.S. withdrawal. Russians worried about China’s growing influence in Central Asia also favor a counterbalancing U.S. presence in the region.12 
No Central Asian war --- cooperation’s most likely between Russia, China, and the US

Weitz 6 [Richard, Senior Fellow and Director at the Program Management Hudson Institute, “Averting a New Great Game in Central Asia,” The Washington Quarterly]

Central Asian security affairs have become much more complex than during the original nineteenth-century great game between czarist Russia and the United Kingdom. At that time, these two governments could largely dominate local affairs, but today a variety of influential actors are involved in the region. The early 1990s witnessed a vigorous competition between Turkey and Iran for influence in Central Asia. More recently, India and Pakistan have pursued a mixture of cooperative and competitive policies in the region that have influenced and been affected by their broader relationship. The now independent Central Asian countries also invariably affect the region’s international relations as they seek to maneuver among the major powers without compromising their newfound autonomy. Although Russia, China, and the United States substantially affect regional security issues, they cannot dictate outcomes the way imperial governments frequently did a century ago. Concerns about a renewed great game are thus exaggerated. The contest for influence in the region does not directly challenge the vital national interests of China, Russia, or the United States, the most important extraregional countries in Central Asian security affairs. Unless restrained, however, competitive pressures risk impeding opportunities for beneficial cooperation among these countries. The three external great powers have incentives to compete for local allies, energy resources, and military advantage, but they also share substantial interests, especially in reducing terrorism and drug trafficking. If properly aligned, the major multilateral security organizations active in Central Asia could provide opportunities for cooperative diplomacy in a region where bilateral ties traditionally have predominated.
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No Central Asian resource conflicts --- commitment to economic development is more important
Kathleen Collins 4, Professor of Political Science at the University of Notre Dame and William Wohlforth, Professor of Government at Dartmouth College. 2004. Strategic Asia, “Defying “Great Game” Expectations.” http://www.dartmouth.edu/~govt/docs/15-Central%20Asia-press.pdf

Describing the scramble for Central Asian resources and transportation

routes as a new great game can be misleading for several reasons.

Behind the Anglo-Russian great game was hardheaded thinking about how

best to position one’s empire for a possible great-power war to the finish.

Whatever value one might want to attach to the acquisition of ownership

or control over the transportation of natural resources today, they can have

minimal bearing on the outcome of a clash between nuclear-armed states.

Moreover, there are compelling theoretical reasons, backed up by formidable

empirical research, that control over natural resources is irrelevant—

or even a hindrance—to the creation of a competitive economy.9 Chinese,

and now Russian, policymakers talk as if they recognize these findings, for

they all insist that the road to “great powerdom” lies in the development of

a modern competitive economy, not in serving as a resource supplier to

others. Finally, governments’ ability to play geopolitics with the development

of natural resources is far more constrained by market considerations

than the more overheated great game rhetoric would suggest. Governments

can have decisive influence on certain deals, but firms and markets determine

how much they have to pay for that influence. And to assess how

much various governments are willing to pay for influence in Central Asia,

we must assess their actions even more closely than their words.

AT: Instability Adv.

Afghan instability doesn’t escalate
Finel 9 [Dr. Bernard I. Finel, an Atlantic Council contributing editor, is a senior fellow at the American Security Project, “Afghanistan is Irrelevant,” Apr 27 http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/afghanistan-irrelevant]


It is now a deeply entrenched conventional wisdom that the decision to “abandon” Afghanistan after the Cold War was a tragic mistake. In the oft-told story, our “abandonment” led to civil war, state collapse, the rise of the Taliban, and inevitably terrorist attacks on American soil. This narrative is now reinforced by dire warnings about the risks to Pakistan from instability in Afghanistan. Taken all together, critics of the Afghan commitment now find themselves facing a nearly unshakable consensus in continuing and deepen our involvement in Afghanistan.  The problem with the consensus is that virtually every part of it is wrong. Abandonment did not cause the collapse of the state. Failed states are not always a threat to U.S. national security. And Pakistan’s problems have little to do with the situation across the border.
First, the collapse of the Afghan state after the Soviet withdrawal had little to do with Western abandonment. Afghanistan has always been beset by powerful centrifugal forces. The country is poor, the terrain rough, the population divided into several ethnic groups. Because of this, the country has rarely been unified even nominally and has never really had a strong central government. The dominant historical political system in Afghan is warlordism. This is not a consequence of Western involvement or lack thereof. It is a function of geography, economics, and demography.

Second, there is no straight-line between state failure and threats to the United States. Indeed, the problem with Afghanistan was not that it failed but rather that it “unfailed” and becameruled by the Taliban. Congo/Zaire is a failed state. Somalia is a failed state. There are many parts of the globe that are essentially ungoverned. Clearly criminality, human rights abuses, and other global ills flourish in these spaces. But the notion that any and all ungoverned space represents a core national security threat to the United States is simply unsustainable.

Third, the problem was the Taliban regime was not that it existed. It was that it was allowed to fester without any significant response or intervention. We largely sought to ignore the regime — refusing to recognize it despite its control of 90% of Afghan territory. Aside from occasional tut-tutting about human rights violations and destruction of cultural sites, the only real interaction the United States sought with the regime was in trying to control drugs. Counter-drug initiatives are not a sound foundation for a productive relationship for reasons too numerous to enumerate here. Had we recognized the Taliban and sought to engage the regime, it is possible that we could have managed to communicate red lines to them over a period of years. Their failure to turn over bin Laden immediately after 9/11 does not necessarily imply an absolute inability to drive a wedge between the Taliban and al Qaeda over time.
Fourth, we are now told that defeating the Taliban in Afghanistan is imperative in order to help stabilize Pakistan. But, most observers seem to think that Pakistan is in worse shape now — with the Taliban out of power and American forces in Afghanistan —  than it was when the Taliban was dominant in Afghanistan. For five years from 1996 to 2001, the Taliban ruled Afghanistan and the Islamist threat to Pakistan then was unquestionably lower. This is not surprising actually. Insurgencies are at their most dangerous — in terms of threat of contagion — when they are fighting for power. The number of insurgencies that actually manage to sponsor insurgencies elsewhere after taking power is surprising low. The domino theory is as dubious in the case of Islamist movements as it was in the case of Communist expansion.
There is a notion that “everything changed on 9/11.”  We are backing away as a nation from that concept in the case of torture. Perhaps we should also come to realize that our pre-9/11 assessment of the strategic value and importance of Afghanistan was closer to the mark that our current obsession with it. We clearly made some mistakes in dealing with the Taliban regime. But addressing those mistakes through better intelligence, use of special forces raids, and, yes, diplomacy is likely a better solution than trying to build and sustain a reliable, pro-Western government in Kabul with control over the entire country.
SQ solves afghan stability—it’s inevitable 

Earth Times 10 [“US general says political outcome in Afghanistan 'inevitable'” http://www.earthtimes.org/articles/show/305598,us-general-says-political-outcome-in-afghanistan-inevitable.html]
The top US and NATO commander in Afghanistan has said that a political solution to the Afghan conflict is "inevitable" and hinted that peace negotiations with the Taliban may be the way forward, according to a report published Monday. There had been "enough fighting" and he hoped that an international conference on Afghanistan in London later this week would produce a "new commitment" to the "right outcome" for the people of Afghanistan, US general Stanley McChrystal said. "I believe that a political solution to all conflicts is the inevitable outcome. And it's the right outcome," McChrystal, who is commander of the International Security and Assistance Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan, said in an interview with the Financial Times. He said he believed the troop surge of an extra 30,000 US soldiers would weaken the Taliban sufficiently to force them toagree to a peace deal, he said. "It's not my job to extend olive branches, but it is my job to help set conditions where people in the right positions can have options on the way forward," said the general. But he hoped that the London conference would lead to a "new commitment, and that commitment is to the right outcome for the Afghan people."
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No impact or risk from Pakistani loose nukes

John Mueller 10, professor of political science at Ohio State University, Calming Our Nuclear Jitters, Issues in Science & Technology, Winter2010, Vol. 26, Issue 2

The terrorist group might also seek to steal or illicitly purchase a "loose nuke" somewhere. However, it seems probable that none exist. All governments have an intense interest in controlling any weapons on their territory because of fears that they might become the primary target. Moreover, as technology has developed, finished bombs have been outfitted with devices that trigger a non-nuclear explosion that destroys the bomb if it is tampered with. And there are other security techniques: Bombs can be kept disassembled with the component parts stored in separate high-security vaults, and a process can be set up in which two people and multiple codes are required not only to use the bomb but to store, maintain, and deploy it. As Younger points out, "only a few people in the world have the knowledge to cause an unauthorized detonation of a nuclear weapon."
There could be dangers in the chaos that would emerge if a nuclear state were to utterly collapse; Pakistan is frequently cited in this context and sometimes North Korea as well. However, even under such conditions, nuclear weapons would probably remain under heavy guard by people who know that a purloined bomb might be used in their own territory. They would still have locks and, in the case of Pakistan, the weapons would be disassembled.
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