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***1NC SHELL***

1NC Hegemony DA [1/4]

Heg is high now – the financial crisis has temporarily stymied balancing and resuscitated American global power by constraining all countries that wish to challenge western powers
Mead ‘09
Walter Russell Mead, Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, “Only Makes You Stronger”, February 4, 2009, Free Republic, http://freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/2169866/posts

And yet, this relentless series of crises has not disrupted the rise of a global capitalist system, centered first on the power of the United Kingdom and then, since World War II, on the power of the United States. After more than 300 years, it seems reasonable to conclude that financial and economic crises do not, by themselves, threaten either the international capitalist system or the special role within it of leading capitalist powers like the United Kingdom and the United States. If anything, the opposite seems true--that financial crises in some way sustain Anglophone power and capitalist development. Indeed, many critics of both capitalism and the "Anglo-Saxons" who practice it so aggressively have pointed to what seems to be a perverse relationship between such crises and the consolidation of the "core" capitalist economies against the impoverished periphery. Marx noted that financial crises remorselessly crushed weaker companies, allowing the most successful and ruthless capitalists to cement their domination of the system. For dependency theorists like Raul Prebisch, crises served a similar function in the international system, helping stronger countries marginalize and impoverish developing ones. Setting aside the flaws in both these overarching theories of capitalism, this analysis of economic crises is fundamentally sound--and especially relevant to the current meltdown. Cataloguing the early losses from the financial crisis, it's hard not to conclude that the central capitalist nations will weather the storm far better than those not so central. Emerging markets have been hit harder by the financial crisis than developed ones as investors around the world seek the safe haven provided by U.S. Treasury bills, and commodity-producing economies have suffered extraordinary shocks as commodity prices crashed from their record, boom-time highs. Countries like Russia, Venezuela, and Iran, which hoped to use oil revenue to mount a serious political challenge to American power and the existing world order, face serious new constraints. Vladimir Putin, Hugo Chavez, and Mahmoud Ahmadinejad must now spend less time planning big international moves and think a little bit harder about domestic stability. Far from being the last nail in America's coffin, the financial crisis may actually resuscitate U.S. power relative to its rivals 

1NC Hegemony DA [2/4]
Military presence is critical to sustaining power-projection and hegemony – all potential crises require extended deployment of forces – empirically, operations without prolonged US military presence have been strategic failures
Kagan and O’Hanlon ‘07
Frederick W. Kagan is a resident scholar at AEI. Michael O'Hanlon is a senior fellow and Sydney Stein Jr. Chair in foreign policy studies at the Brookings Institution, 4/24/07,  “The Case for Larger Ground Forces,” American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, http://www.aei.org/docLib/20070424_Kagan20070424.pdf

As we see, a quick review of some of the potential crises that might require the use of American military power turns up several that would demand the prolonged deployment of US forces as large as or larger than those currently in Iraq and Afghanistan, even on fairly optimistic assumptions. There are many other potential problems, including the challenges identified at the beginning of this section in Iran and North Korea. Iran, a country of nearly 70 million people, could well demand an American commitment of hundreds of thousands of soldiers in worst-case scenarios of regime collapse or regime change; force requirements of 200,000-300,000 are highly likely even in fairly optimistic scenarios for a war with Iran. The point of this assessment is not to advocate any particular approach to any of these problems. The solution would have to be tailored to fit the precise circumstances of each crisis. But this survey highlights the potential challenges ahead. At a bare minimum, these scenarios point toward a lasting floor lower than the current level of American ground forces in the future; however, for present planning, together with the ongoing strains of Iraq and Afghanistan, they argue for a larger force. In the past two decades, the majority of significant American combat operations have required the long-term deployment of US soldiers, marines, sailors, and airmen long past the end of major combat. US forces remained in Panama after the 1989 operation there; they were in and around Iraq for 12 years after Operation Desert Storm; deployments continued in Bosnia for a decade after the Dayton Accords; forces were stationed in Kosovo after the 1999 attack on Slobodan Miloševi´c; and, of course, American troops have been in Afghanistan since 2001 and Iraq since 2003. The only two significant operations that did not see a prolonged post-conflict deployment were the debacle on Somalia in 1993 and the peaceful regime change in Haiti in 1994. Both were utter failures. Expanding the historical horizon only sharpens the point. Consider America’s major deployments in Germany and Japan after World War II, in Korea after 1953, and even in the former Confederate States after the Civil War. Protracted post-war deployments are more common than not, and often absolutely essential to success, especially in regime-change operations. Any responsible US national security policy must provide forces adequate to this challenge.

1NC Hegemony DA [3/4]
US leadership prevents multiple scenarios for nuclear conflict – prefer it to all other alternatives

Kagan ‘07
Robert, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Policy Review, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10

Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying — its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War I and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not only on the goodwill of peoples but also on American power. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War II would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War II, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world’s great powers. 
1NC Hegemony DA [4/4]

Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance.   This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene — even if it remained the world’s most powerful nation — could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe — if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” — this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, “offshore” role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more “even-handed” policy toward Israel, which some see as the unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel ’s aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.
***UNIQUENESS***

Heg Sustainable – Generic

It is would be implausible for American hegemony to sink.

Norrlof ‘10

Carla Norrlof, Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Toronto, “America’s Global Advantage: US Hegemony and International Cooperation”, Cambridge University Press, 2010, http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=lMfuht7crW4C&oi=fnd&pg=PR11&dq=hegemony+us&ots=hI5qlsjyxd&sig=ST9DlbxtORsbXAgyH15DAlFf_Hg#v=onepage&q&f=false
Military power has been seen as important in enforcing debt repayments, but there is clearly a need to rethink the connection between reserve status and military power in the present systemic context where the reserve currency country has the world’s largest external liabilities. We have seen erroneous predictions of American decline before. In the 1970s, the combination of high inflation, high interest rates, high unemployment, the Vietnam War, political and military challenges from China and the Soviet Union, and the economic rise of Japan led to eerily similar forecasts. Pessimists then, as today, underestimated the longevity of American power. The main reason the United States has continued to occupy a unique place in the international system is because a sufficient number of major and lesser powers have a strong interest in maintaining America at the top of the hierarchy. To bring America down would take a deliberate, coordinated strategy on the part of others and this is simply not plausible. As much as the United States benefits from the space it has carved out for itself in the current world order, its ability to reap unequal gains will remain unless and until allies start to incur heavy losses under American dominance. Even that, by itself, will not be sufficient to sink American hegemony. A strong alternative to American rule will have to come into view for things to fundamentally change. At present, no credible alternative is in sight. The United States is not invincible but its dominance is currently steady. Those who are incline to think that American hegemony will persist – at least for a while – tend to dwell on the claim that the United States is providing a range of public goods to the benefit of all at its own expense. This is a chimera. The United States is self-interested, not altruistic. The illusion of benevolence has meant that very little attention has been given to uncovering the mechanism through which the United States gains disproportionately from supplying a large open market, the world’s reserve currency, and a military machine capable of stroking or foiling deadly disputes. This book exposes the mechanism through which the United States reaps unequal gains and shows that the current world system, and the distribution of power that supports it, has built-in stabilizers that strengthen American power following bouts of decline. Although all dominant powers must eventually decline, I will show that the downward progression need not be linear when mutually reinforcing tendencies across various power dimensions are at play. Specifically, I will demonstrate how the United States’ reserve currency status produces disproportionate commercial gains; how commercial power gives added flexibility in monetary affairs; and, finally, how military preponderance creates advantages in both monetary and trade affairs.
Heg Sustainable – No Challengers (China)

Chinese primacy is not likely and the US will continue to remain the main power.

Singh, 10

[Daljit, “Imagining Asia’s future power plays”, The Straits Times, June 26, 2010, http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/LNacademic/ Accessed 7/16/10]

The Lowy Institute in Sydney recently began a study of Asia's future power relations and this month released a preliminary report entitled Power And Choice: Asia's Security Futures. Looking ahead to 2025, the report analyses four possible scenarios: US primacy, a balance of power, a concert of powers, and Chinese primacy. It sees the continuation of US primacy during this period as the more likely future, followed by a balance of power in which Asia's security order is no longer shaped predominantly by the choices and preferences of the United States (though it may still remain the preponderant power). A balance will probably be marked by great power rivalries. The other two scenarios are regarded by Lowy as less likely, at least up to 2025. The authors describe a concert of powers as one in which 'order would arise on the basis of a shared agreement' among the major powers to avoid a war that seeks to establish the hegemony of one or the other power. Although a concert is viewed as having a reasonable chance of emerging at some point, the authors think that it may not be easy to sustain such a concert over the long term in the Asian context. Chinese primacy is considered the least likely outcome, notwithstanding China's long-term quest to attain such a position. The major powers near China are likely to resist Chinese primacy; in addition, the many domestic challenges China faces are likely to absorb its attention. To quote the study: 'It is hard to see how Chinese primacy could arise without being preceded by either a long era of multi-polarity - for example through a balance or concert of powers, in which China could gradually amass its capabilities - or a sudden and rapid disintegration of the prevailing order brought on by a shock or shocks to the region and its strategic order.' It is its analysis of such possible shocks that adds value to the report. The four possible strategic shocks it lists are 'a strategic retrenchment of the US' (meaning the reduction of US military power and commitments in Asia) brought about by, for example, failure to deal with the country's huge fiscal deficits; a Chinese domestic legitimacy crisis that could undercut the likelihood of Chinese regional primacy; a significant disruption of Asia's oil supplies from the Middle East; and regime collapse in North Korea. The study notes that these are 'plausible shocks, the potential contours of which are already apparent... not wild cards... that by definition cannot be foreseen'. Whether one agrees or not with its preliminary observations, the realism of the Lowy report should make for thought- provoking, even sombre, reading. 

Heg Sustainable – No Challengers (China)

China will not be able to eclipse American dominance – even when the China becomes the worlds largest economy, structural deficiencies prevent the rise of China as a global hegemonic rival

Yeo ‘10

George Yeo is the foreign minister of Singapore, July 14, 2010, “How China will -- and won't -- change the world,” Christian Science Monitor, http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/Global-Viewpoint/2010/0714/How-China-will-and-won-t-change-the-world

China's astonishing urbanization could bring a new era of supercities, but its cultural norms probably won't eclipse American dominance. Charles Darwin, whose 200th birth anniversary was marked last year, understood that all life is a struggle with old forms giving way to new forms. And human society is part of this struggle. What is the new reality that is struggling to emerge from the old? History is not predetermined. There are, at any point in time, a number of possible futures, each, as it were, a state of partial equilibrium. And every crisis is a discontinuity from one partial equilibrium state to another within what scenario analysts call a “cone of possibilities.” Considering the “cone of possibilities” that will unfold in the coming decades, the key relationship in the world to watch will be that between the US and China. The core challenge is the peaceful incorporation of China into the global system of governance, which in turn will change the global system itself. The transformation of China itself is the most important development in this context. Much has been written about the reemergence of China, but I would like to focus on three points. China’s sense of self The first point is China’s sense of itself. Over the centuries, it has been the historical duty of every Chinese dynasty to write the history of the previous one. Twenty-four histories have been written so far. The last dynasty, the Qing Dynasty, lasted from 1644 to the Republican revolution of 1911. Its official history is only now being written after almost a century. No other country or civilization has this sense of its own continuity. For the official history of the People’s Republic, I suppose we would have to wait a couple of hundred years. However, China’s sense of itself is both a strength and a weakness. It is a strength because it gives Chinese civilization its self-confidence and its tenacity. Chinese leaders often say that while China should learn from the rest of the world, China would have to find its own way to the future. But it is also a conceit, and this conceit makes it difficult for Chinese ideas and institutions to become global in a diverse world. To be sure, the Chinese have no wish to convert non-Chinese into Chinese-ness. In contrast, the US as a young country, believing its own conception to be novel and exceptional, wants everyone to be American. And, indeed, the software of globalization today, including standards and pop culture, is basically American. And therein lies a profound difference between China and the US. If you look at cultures as human operating systems, it is US culture which has hyper-linked so many different cultures together, in a kind of higher HTML or XML language. And even though that software needs some fixing today, it will remain essentially American. I doubt that the Chinese software will ever be able to unify the world the way it has been because it has a very different characteristic all of its own – even when China becomes the biggest economy in the world as it almost certainly will within a few decades.

Heg Sustainable – No Challengers

US global dominance is unmatched – we can check any and all challengers

Tellis ‘08

Ashley J. Tellis, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and Research Director of the Strategic Asia Program at NBR, "Preserving Hegemony: The Strategic Tasks Facing the United States," The National Bureau of Asian Research, Challenges and Choices, in Strategic Asia 2008-09, http://www.nbr.org/publications/strategic_asia/pdf/sa08_Intro.pdf

The U.S. experience of hegemony in global politics is still very young. Although the United States entered the international system as a great power early in the twentieth century, its systemic impact was not felt until World War II and, soon thereafter, its power was constrained by the presence of another competitor, the Soviet Union. Only after the demise of this challenger in 1991 has the United States been liberated in the exercise of its hegemonic power but—as has become quite evident in the past two decades—this application of power, although potent in its impact when well exercised, is also beset by important limitations. In any event, the now significant, century-long, involvement of the United States in international politics as a great power tends to obscure the reality of how short its hegemonic phase has actually been thus far. This hegemony is by no means fated to end any time soon, however, given that the United States remains predominant by most conventional indicators of national power. The character of the United States’ hegemonic behavior in the future will thus remain an issue of concern both within the domestic polity and internationally. Yet the juvenescence of the U.S. “unipolar moment,” combined with the disorientation produced by the September 11 attacks, ought to restrain any premature generalization that the imperial activism begun by the Clinton administration, and which the Bush administration took to its most spirited apotheosis, would in some way come to define the permanent norm of U.S. behavior in the global system. In all probability, it is much more likely that the limitations on U.S. power witnessed in Afghanistan and Iraq will produce a more phlegmatic and accommodating United States over the longer term, despite the fact that the traditional U.S. pursuit of dominance—understood as the quest to maintain a preponderance of power, neutralize threatening challengers, and protect freedom of action, goals that go back to the foundations of the republic—is unlikely to be extinguished any time soon.1 Precisely because the desire for dominance is likely to remain a permanent feature of U.S. geopolitical ambitions—even though how it is exercised will certainly change in comparison to the Bush years—the central task facing the next administration will still pertain fundamentally to the issue of U.S. power. This concern manifests itself through the triune challenges of: redefining the United States’ role in the world, renewing the foundations of U.S. strength, and recovering the legitimacy of U.S. actions. In other words, the next administration faces the central task of clarifying the character of U.S. hegemony, reinvigorating the material foundations of its power, and securing international support for its policies.

Heg Sustainable – A2: Counterbalancing

US Hegemony is high now and will continue to remain stable in the future—no counterbalancing will occur

Layne ‘09

Christopher Layne, Professor, Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at Texas A&M University, “The Waning of US Hegemony—Myth or Reality?”, International Security Journal, Vol. 34, No. 1, Summer 2009, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v034/34.1.layne.html
In retrospect, U.S. dominance of the unipolar world since the Soviet Union’s collapse seems like a foregone conclusion. Yet, almost from that moment, there has been a vigorous debate involving both the scholarly and policy communities about the following questions: How long can unipolarity last? Should U.S. grand strategy seek to maintain unipolarity and American hegemony? Will other states attempt to balance against the United States?5 Some neorealist scholars warned that unipolarity would boomerang against the United States.6 They expected that unipolarity would be transitory. Drawing on balance of power theory and defensive realism, these scholars noted that in international politics there is an almost-ironclad rule that great powers balance—internally or externally, or both—against aspiring hegemons. They buttressed their forecasts by pointing to the historical record concerning the [End Page 149] fates of past contenders for hegemony: the attempts to gain hegemony in Europe by the Hapsburgs (under Charles V and Philip II), France (under Louis XIV and Napoleon), and Germany (under Wilhelm II and Adolph Hitler) were all defeated by the resistance of other great powers. The United States, they argued, would suffer the same fate by attempting to maintain its post–Cold War hegemony. As events transpired, however, the fate of earlier hegemons has not befallen the United States.7 Whether there has been balancing against U.S. hegemony since 1991 is an intensely debated issue.8 It is beyond dispute, however, that the United States still enjoys a commanding preponderance of power over its nearest rivals. Drawing on neorealism, hegemonic stability theory, balance of threat theory, and liberal international relations theory, a number of prominent American international relations theorists have advanced several explanations of why U.S. hegemony has endured for nearly two decades without any major challenges and have suggested that the United States can prolong its primacy far into the future. “Unipolar stability” realists have argued that the present unipolar distribution of capabilities in America’s favor is insurmountable and that other states will not counterbalance because they receive important security and economic benefits from U.S. hegemony.9 Invoking balance of threat theory, other realists claim that the United States has negated counterhegemonic balancing by adopting accommodative policies that allay others’ fears of American dominance.10 Liberal international relations theorists and balance of threat realists assert that the United States has been successful because it is a “benevolent” hegemon.11 Other states, they say, will acquiesce to U.S. hegemony if the [End Page 150] United States displays self-restraint by exercising its predominance multilaterally through international institutions.12 Moreover, the United States’ “soft power”—the purportedly singular attractiveness of its political and economic institutions, and its culture—draws other states into Washington’s orbit. 

Heg Sustainable – A2: Counterbalancing

Even if there are movements to balance the US, they will not be effective – America will still be able to dominate regional powers

Gray ‘09

Colin S. Gray, Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, “AFTER IRAQ: THE SEARCH FOR A SUSTAINABLE NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY,” January 2009, Strategic Studies Institute, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB902.pdf

The relatively few years since 1991 have been remarkable in world politics for the absence of a state or coalition able to balance the U.S. superpower. They have not been remarkable as heralding a revolution in the functioning of that politics. Of recent years, no one has been strong enough to constrain the United States. Such a power would, and predictably will, attract follower-states in due course. World order in the 21st century will not be overseen by an executive committee of the rather virtual world community, led by an ever comfortably dominant America. 

Heg Sustainable – A2: Counterbalancing – Financial Crisis

The economic crisis sets back the chances of the US remaining a hegemon
Layne, 09

Christopher, professor at Texas A&M University, “The Waning of US Hegenomy”, International Security, Vol. 34, No. 1, Summer 2009, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v034/34.1.layne.html
Globalization has been made possible by America’s military and economic dominance of the post-1991 unipolar system. Indeed, it has been suggested that, in many respects, globalization is really Americanization (and liberalization).89  [End Page 169] As Jonathan Kirshner has written, however, “globalization is neither irresistible nor irreversible.”90  To the extent that globalization rests on the foundations of American power (and preferences), therefore, the coming years could put hegemonic stability theory to the test. Hegemonic stability theory holds that an open international economic system requires a single hegemonic power that performs critical military and economic tasks.91 Militarily, the hegemon is responsible for stabilizing key regions and for guarding the global commons. Economically, the hegemon provides public goods by opening its domestic market to other states, supplying liquidity for the global economy, and providing a reserve currency. Whether the United States will be able to continue to act as a hegemonic stabilizer is an open question, because the looming fiscal crisis could compel it to retrench strategically. Economically, it already is doubtful that the United States is still a hegemon. At the April 2009 Group of 20 meeting in London, President Barack Obama acknowledged that the United States no longer is able to play this role, and the world increasingly is looking to China (and India and other emerging market states) to be the locomotives of global recovery.92 Additionally, the United States’ liberal preferences have suffered a setback. Institutions have failed to produce a coordinated response to the financial and economic crisis: through the actions of national governments, the state has been brought back in to regulate economic policy; and states have responded to the crisis by adopting nationalistic policies rather than through increasing international cooperation.93

Heg Sustainable – A2: Counterbalancing – Russia
The global financial crisis was the final straw that revealed crippling structural problems within Russia and devastated the rise of Russia as a great power
Mead ‘09
Walter Russell Mead, Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, “Only Makes You Stronger”, February 4, 2009, Free Republic, http://freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/2169866/posts

The biggest loser of the financial crisis thus far seems to have been Russia, a country that stormed into 2008 breathing fire and boasting of its renewed great-power status. After years of military decline, it put its strategic bombers back in the air; sent its fleet to the Caribbean; and reintroduced displays of martial power to Kremlin parades. Petrodollars filled government coffers, and political dissent at home had largely disappeared. Russia's troubles had been eased by the effective suppression of the Chechen insurgency, while America's troubles remained severe, with the U.S. military mired in two wars. When its troops invaded Georgia, Russia seemed once again to be acting like a great power--and not a very nice one. But the Georgian invasion may have been the high point of Putin's "New Russia" rather than a portent of things to come. Historically, Russian power has rested on four legs. Its immense agricultural territory made it a granary of Europe. Timber, fur, and other products gave Russia a profitable niche in world trade. Its enormous territory, stretching from the remote steppes of Asia well into Europe, brought it into the heart of continental politics. Its enormous population--as recently as 1989, greater than that of the United States--gave it awesome military potential. Today, a much-diminished Russia cannot realistically aspire to fill the shoes of czarist Russia, much less those of the Soviet Union. In Europe, the post-cold war loss of the Baltic republics, most of Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan, and above all Ukraine has pushed Russia back to its boundaries at the time of Ivan the Terrible, leaving Russia shorn of half its population and most of its agricultural potential. Now Russia is struggling, with only partial success, simply to maintain its Soviet-era infrastructure and educational system, unable to build the base for a modern economy. Pushed from the center to the far fringes of European geography, lagging well behind Western norms in economic and social productivity, and challenged by the rising powers to its east, Russia retains only shards of the power potential that once made it a credible rival of the United States. It was in this context that the financial crisis hit last fall. The Georgia invasion itself had already spooked foreign and domestic investors into pulling their money out of Russia. That capital flight only accelerated as the price of oil and gas fell by more than two-thirds. Soon it became apparent that Russia's vaunted economic recovery rested on little more than the high price of petrochemicals. In 2007, oil, fuel, and gas exports accounted for 65 percent of Russia's export revenues. With its currency falling, its export earnings crashing, and its foreign exchange reserves melting away, an increasingly cash-strapped Russian state now faces enormous difficulties in maintaining its military spending. The assertive foreign policy propounded by Putin and Dmitry Medvedev was presented as the consequence of a rising Russia; in actuality, it was a high-stakes bluff by a ruling elite which knows that its power base continues to erode. During Bush's second term, Russia had a rare opportunity: The prices of oil and gas were rising; the United States was, apparently, bogged down in a losing war in Iraq and needed Russian help at the Security Council to deal with Iran; and the gap between Europe and the United States was wider than at any time since World War II. With the future looking bleak, Russia chose to assert itself at this moment of maximum strength. But now the Russian economy looks shakier than ever; foreign investors have lost faith in the country's legal and financial systems; Washington has drawn closer to European capitals; the United States appears headed for an honorable and timely exit from the war in Iraq; and rising European concern over Iran may enable the United States to address its nuclear program without Russian support at the United Nations. The fall in oil prices, Chavez's own political troubles at home, and the economic troubles in Cuba make the Russian fleet's presence in the Caribbean a curiosity rather than a threat of any kind. Russia has or can develop additional opportunities, perhaps in Ukraine, but its weak economic base and dismal future prospects suggest that the natural limits of its power are easily reached. The much touted "Russian renaissance" is likely to be counted a casualty of the Panic of 2008. 

Heg Sustainable – A2: Counterbalancing – China
China’s rise as a global power is FAR off – a DESTABILIZED society and financial TURMOIL makes military expenditures and foreign adventures IMPOSSIBLE
Mead ‘09
Walter Russell Mead, Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, “Only Makes You Stronger”, February 4, 2009, Free Republic, http://freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/2169866/posts

The damage to China's position is more subtle. The crisis has not--yet--led to the nightmare scenario that China-watchers fear: a recession or slowdown producing the kind of social unrest that could challenge the government. That may still come to pass--the recent economic news from China has been consistently worse than most experts predicted--but, even if the worst case is avoided, the financial crisis has nevertheless had significant effects. For one thing, it has reminded China that its growth remains dependent on the health of the U.S. economy. For another, it has shown that China's modernization is likely to be long, dangerous, and complex rather than fast and sweet, as some assumed. In the lead-up to last summer's Beijing Olympics, talk of a Chinese bid to challenge America's global position reached fever pitch, and the inexorable rise of China is one reason why so many commentators are fretting about the "post-American era." But suggestions that China could grow at, say, 10 percent annually for the next 30 years were already looking premature before the economic downturn. (In late 2007, the World Bank slashed its estimate of China's GDP by 40 percent, citing inaccuracies in the methods used to calculate purchasing power parity.) And the financial crisis makes it certain that China's growth is likely to be much slower during some of those years. Already exports are falling, unemployment is rising, and the Shanghai stock market is down about 60 percent. At the same time, Beijing will have to devote more resources and more attention to stabilizing Chinese society, building a national health care system, providing a social security net, and caring for an aging population, which, thanks to the one-child policy, will need massive help from the government to support itself in old age. Doing so will leave China fewer resources for military build-ups and foreign adventures. As the crisis has forcefully reminded Americans, creating and regulating a functional and flexible financial system is difficult. Every other country in the world has experienced significant financial crises while building such systems, and China is unlikely to be an exception. All this means that China's rise looks increasingly like a gradual process. A deceleration in China's long-term growth rate would postpone indefinitely the date when China could emerge as a peer competitor to the United States. The present global distribution of power could be changing slowly, if at all.

Heg Sustainable – A2: Economy

The American power is robust, despite economic problems.

Norrlof ‘10

Carla Norrlof, Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Toronto, “America’s Global Advantage: US Hegemony and International Cooperation”, Cambridge University Press, 2010, http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=lMfuht7crW4C&oi=fnd&pg=PR11&dq=hegemony+us&ots=hI5qlsjyxd&sig=ST9DlbxtORsbXAgyH15DAlFf_Hg#v=onepage&q&f=false
The United States has been the most powerful country in the world for more than sixty years. Throughout this period, it has had the world’s largest economy and the world’s most important currency. For most of this time, it had the world’s most powerful military as well – and its military supremacy today is beyond question. We are truly in an era of US hegemony, a unipolar moment, a Pax Americana, which has enabled Americans to enjoy the highest standard of living in human history. Is this privileged position being undercut by serial trade deficits? The pessimists are growing more numerous by the day. They see the country’s spendthrift ways as a disaster waiting to happen. They warn that the cavernous gap in merchandise trade, well above 6 percent in 2006, is an ominous sign of competitive slippage. In 2008, the liabilities acquired to finance the shortfall in exports reached an amazing 29 percent of GDP. A falling dollar, military overstretch, the rise of the euro, the rise of China, and progressively deeper integration in East Asia are among the factors that many believe herald the imminent decline of American hegemony. In my view, the doomsayers are mistaken. I argue that American hegemony is stable and sustainable. While the United States certainly does face a number of challenges, an analysis of the linkages between trade, money, and security shows that American power is robust. The book is a story about why and how American hegemony works, and what other states would have to do to emulate, or on other grounds, thwart, America’s power base. As I will show, the United States benefits from running persistent trade deficits as a result of its special position in the international system. I will argue that any comparably situated country would choose to pursue the same cyclical deficit policy as the one encouraged by the US government. A series of size advantages cut across trade, money, and security; the size of the American market, the role of the dollar, and American military power interact to make a trade deficit policy rewarding and buffer the United States form the extreme consequences that a sustained deficit policy would otherwise have. Based on new research in economics on valuation adjustments (i.e., capital and exchange rate gains), and data analysis of my own, this study draws attention to the economic advantages for the United States of having the key currency. In addition to benefits in the form of seignorage, the United States gains substantially from valuation adjustments, reinforcing policy autonomy and the gains derived from the asymmetry in the structure of borrowing and lending. I also lean on new economic research on valuation adjustments to supplement the conventional view of why military preeminence is necessary for key currency status. 

Heg Sustainable – Resilient

Heg is stable and resilient – Empirically has been able to adapt to and subsume all challenges

Gray ‘09

Colin S. Gray, Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, “AFTER IRAQ: THE SEARCH FOR A SUSTAINABLE NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY,” January 2009, Strategic Studies Institute, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB902.pdf

Despite the discretion theoretically permitted by the virtual geographical insularity of the U.S. homeland, American policy and grand strategy have been unmistakably stable when historically viewed. Truly great debates on America’s place and role in the outside world, as well as on its high policy towards that world, have been few and far between. The current ferment of ideas and assertions is most unusual. In fact, not since the late 1940s has there been a public debate on U.S. foreign policy and national security policy at all comparable to the present controversy. As for national security strategy, for the nearest historical precedent for the depth of contemporary arguments one has to look back to the first Eisenhower administration (1953-57), when the country struggled to come to terms with nuclear realities. In both foreign policy and military strategy, the United States settled upon what proved to be sustainable pillars. Americans determined to lead and be the principal material contributor to a global anti-Communist alliance. That ideologically and economically sustainable decision was undergirded by the decision to place heavy reliance upon nuclear deterrence. Washington realized swiftly that there was little it could do, or was prepared to attempt, to prevent such deterrence from becoming inconveniently mutual with respect to the Communist bloc.

Heg Sustainable – Benevolent Heg

The US will continue to maintain its primacy due to benevolent hegemony and maritime power.

Levy and Thompson ‘10

Jack S. Levy, Board of Governors’ Professor at Rutgets University, former president of the International Studies Association, and William R. Thompson, Donald A. Rogers Professor of Political Science at India University, Managing Editor of International Studies Quarterly, “Balancing on Land and at Sea”, International Security, Vol. 35, No. 1, Summer 2010, http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/pdf/10.1162/ISEC_a_00001
The end of the Cold War and the emergence of the “unipolar moment” have generated considerable debate about how to explain the absence of a great-power balancing coalition against the United States. The proposition that near-hegemonic concentrations of power in the system nearly always trigger a counterbalancing coalition of the other great powers has long been regarded as an “iron law” by balance of power theorists, who often invoke the examples of Spain under Philip II, France under Louis XIV and then under Napoleon, and Germany under Wilhelm II and then under Adolf Hitler.1 That the United States, which is generally regarded as the “greatest superpower ever,” has not provoked such a balancing coalition is widely regarded as a puzzle for balance of power theory.2 Fareed Zakaria asks, “Why is no one ganging up against the United States?” G. John Ikenberry asks why, despite the unprecedented concentration of U.S. power, “other great powers have not yet responded in a way anticipated by balance-of-power theory.”3 Realists offer several explanations for the absence of balancing against U.S. dominance. Some argue that it is just a matter of time before such a coalition arises. Others argue that a balancing coalition will not arise because the United States is a benign hegemon that does not threaten most other states, because offshore balancers do not provoke balancing coalitions, or because the United States is too strong and balancing is too risky. We argue that the absence of balancing against the United States is not a puzzle for balance of power theory, at least not for leading versions of the theory that have developed in the West and that reoect the European experience. Europe was a relatively autonomous continental system until the mid-twentieth century,4 and it has not witnessed a sustained hegemony since the time of Charlemagne more than twelve centuries ago. Balance of power theory was developed to explain the balancing mechanism that accounted for this outcome and to guide future policymakers. It was never intended to apply to transregional maritime systems characterized by high concentrations of naval power and economic wealth. Although great-power balancing coalitions often form against states amassing high concentrations of military power in autonomous continental systems, particularly in Europe, they generally do not form against states amassing high concentrations of naval power and wealth in the global maritime system. Predominant sea powers differ from dominant continental powers in their goals, strategies, and behavior, as well as in the responses they elicit from other leading states. Consequently the patterns of strategic interaction are fundamentally different in the two types of systems. 

Heg Sustainable – Benevolent Heg

“Benevolent Hegemony” will sustain US primacy.

Levy and Thompson ‘10

Jack S. Levy, Board of Governors’ Professor at Rutgets University, former president of the International Studies Association, and William R. Thompson, Donald A. Rogers Professor of Political Science at India University, Managing Editor of International Studies Quarterly, “Balancing on Land and at Sea”, International Security, Vol. 35, No. 1, Summer 2010, http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/pdf/10.1162/ISEC_a_00001
A second set of realist arguments traces the absence of balancing against the United States to the relatively benign intentions and accommodative policies of the United States, which significantly reduce any perception by other states of a U.S. threat to their vital interests.11 Proponents of this “benevolent hegemony” argument generally draw on balance of threat theory and defensive realism and emphasize the intentions of the adversary.12 They argue that the multifaceted and historically unprecedented nature of U.S. advantages in material capabilities and its “command of the commons” allow the United States to exert its influence without threatening the vital interests of other states.13 In particular, in its period of dominance the United States has demonstrated no interest in territorial conquest, which differentiates American primacy from that of the leading powers of the past. In this view, the stable and nonthreatening nature of U.S. dominance is reinforced by the geographical isolation of the United States and by the emergence of a security community among advanced industrial states, which significantly retards the development of security dilemmas that might lead to conoict spirals within that security community. States in other regions are more concerned with regional threats than with global ones, and they often seek U.S. support in counterbalancing those threats.14 Some scholars in this group also emphasize the economic and security benefits provided by the United States and (invoking arguments traditionally associated with liberalism or constructivism) the further diminution of any potential threat as a result of the attractiveness of American values and institutions, the “soft power” that they provide, and the U.S. exercise of much of its power through multilateral institutions.15 
Heg Sustainable – Public Sentiment

Even if multipolarity is inevitable, shifting away from heg is unsustainable – public sentiments will force the US into hegemonic policies

Gray ‘09

Colin S. Gray, Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, “AFTER IRAQ: THE SEARCH FOR A SUSTAINABLE NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY,” January 2009, Strategic Studies Institute, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB902.pdf

When considered over the longer term, as in this monograph, U.S. foreign policy, national security policy, and strategy must reconcile the demands of a domestic culture that can have dysfunctional consequences abroad, with the objective circumstances of the outside world. It is almost entirely useless for American or other scholars to write books and articles urging a U.S. policy that affronts American culture. The beginning of wisdom has to be with Sun-tzu’s dictum on the necessity for knowledge of the enemy and of oneself. To be sustainable, American policy and strategy must be broadly compatible with American values. Perhaps not all American values, and not all of the time. But any policy vision that is plainly un-American is certain to fail at home eventually. Foreign policy is born at home and has to succeed there if it is to succeed abroad. The current debate to which this monograph relates is replete with arguments about anticipated features of the 21st century that will prove desperately challenging to American national culture. It may well be that this century will see a return of multipolar balance-ofpower politics on a global scale. But when one considers this possibility, even probability, one needs to remember that American culture wants to reject what it regards as the cynical balance-of-power politics of expediency. Americans believe it is a mission of their unique country to improve the world. If thwarted in this noble, even (in the opinion of many) divine, mission, they are likely to insist that the country withdraw, adopting a minimalist foreign policy. Controversialist Christopher Layne speaks for many Americans when he writes: “Precisely because of its power and geography, there is very little the United States needs to do in the world in order to be secure.”15 This is not a majority opinion at present, but it does express a powerful enduring current in American culture. Any and all discussion of a sustainable U.S. national security strategy must be at least as attentive to the persisting realities of American culture as it is to the constraints and opportunities of the outside world. In addition, many scholars and even some official planners are apt to neglect the potent roles that can be played by eccentric personal preference, incompetence, error, pure accident, and unavoidable bad luck. The realm of national security strategy is far from friction free. 

Heg Sustainable – Culture

The US is the only country that can play the role of hegemon – foreign policy is driven by domestic culture, the US is uniquely oriented for primacy

Gray ‘09

Colin S. Gray, Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, “AFTER IRAQ: THE SEARCH FOR A SUSTAINABLE NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY,” January 2009, Strategic Studies Institute, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB902.pdf

American national culture is always liable to contribute significantly to external policy. Culture expresses the nation’s dominant values and its vision of how the world ought to be and how the country should relate to that world. Just as it would be absurd to interpret American history without regard to the ideas and beliefs that have shaped, even ruled, American minds, so it would be unsound to treat the future of American national security policy and strategy without accounting for the potential influence of culture. Americans do not and will not behave abroad strictly as rational actors coldly assessing their national interest in material terms. The United States assuredly will seek to overbalance possibly menacing physical power. But Washington will assess, calculate, and behave for purposes and in terms that are ideational as well as material-structural. For example, the United States will strive not merely to keep the People’s Republic of China (PRC) materially subordinate with reference to the power balance. In addition, it will strive to “improve” China as well as America’s global trading partners and dependents. Beyond the national culture expressed in the ideals of liberty, freedom, democracy, and open markets, American culture has strategic and military-institutional branches. There is an “American way of war” that reflects the national geography, history, and ideology.22 However, culture, though important, does not alone determine policy and strategy. Objective material realities are an ever possible source of constraint on national preference, as are the surprise effects of unexpected happenings. Culture is important, but it is not all-important. America’s role in the world is much more the product of cultural choice than is usual for most countries.23 One can plead strategic necessity for many of the country’s wars: for a supposedly peace-loving democracy, there have been many such.24 But on close inspection, the national geography truly donated a large measure of policy discretion to America’s statesmen. Americans now are more than comfortable with the idea that the United States is Number One. The implications of unipolarity after 1991 (or 1989, with the collapse of the Soviet imperium) are not always plain, but the American public has accustomed itself to the idea of primacy, even hegemony in the sense of global leadership. To be the global hegemon is a role that only the United States can play, whether it performs well or poorly. However, the country is not an ideologically disinterested, effectively neutral, guardian of world order. This sheriff aspires to extend the domain of its interpretation of good law, not merely to enforce it in areas already civilized.25 Very occasionally, Americans debate the ways and means to implement their role in the world, but the ends are constant and nonnegotiable. Historically speaking, there have been few exceptions among American statesmen to those who have signed on in the Golden Book for freedom and democracy. One can always find a stand-out, a true pragmatist untroubled by the manifest desirability of operating a value-free foreign policy. Richard M. Nixon and his eminence grise, Henry Kissinger, spring to mind.26 Nonetheless, one would find it difficult to people a dinner party of modest size with American leaders from all periods who were wholehearted practitioners of that game of nations, Realpolitik. America’s role in the world should, not must, accommodate irresistible external pressures and elements, but it will do so in an American way. This way is not a single-lane highway. Nonetheless, no matter how particular American leaders play their hand in global politics, their style will reflect the national culture which they share. American culture has to function, even bow to, the external context. The dynamic state of the world, the international environment as scholars have come to call it, is a complex objective reality that Americans can do little to alter. This is not to deny that the United States is by far the most influential player of global politics. 

***LINKS***

Withdrawal Bad

Withdrawal of US military presence makes the rise of global hostile rivals INVITABLE – this triggers EVERY scenario for nuclear escalation

Friedberg and Schoenfeld ‘08
Aaron Friedberg, a professor of politics and international relations at Princeton University's Woodrow Wilson School. Gabriel Schoenfeld, senior editor of Commentary, is a visiting scholar at the Witherspoon Institute in Princeton, N.J., “The Dangers of a Diminished America,” Wall Street Journal, Ocbtober 21, 2008, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122455074012352571.html
Pressures to cut defense spending, and to dodge the cost of waging two wars, already intense before this crisis, are likely to mount. Despite the success of the surge, the war in Iraq remains deeply unpopular. Precipitous withdrawal -- attractive to a sizable swath of the electorate before the financial implosion -- might well become even more popular with annual war bills running in the hundreds of billions. Protectionist sentiments are sure to grow stronger as jobs disappear in the coming slowdown. Even before our current woes, calls to save jobs by restricting imports had begun to gather support among many Democrats and some Republicans. In a prolonged recession, gale-force winds of protectionism will blow. Then there are the dolorous consequences of a potential collapse of the world's financial architecture. For decades now, Americans have enjoyed the advantages of being at the center of that system. The worldwide use of the dollar, and the stability of our economy, among other things, made it easier for us to run huge budget deficits, as we counted on foreigners to pick up the tab by buying dollar-denominated assets as a safe haven. Will this be possible in the future? Meanwhile, traditional foreign-policy challenges are multiplying. The threat from al Qaeda and Islamic terrorist affiliates has not been extinguished. Iran and North Korea are continuing on their bellicose paths, while Pakistan and Afghanistan are progressing smartly down the road to chaos. Russia's new militancy and China's seemingly relentless rise also give cause for concern. If America now tries to pull back from the world stage, it will leave a dangerous power vacuum. The stabilizing effects of our presence in Asia, our continuing commitment to Europe, and our position as defender of last resort for Middle East energy sources and supply lines could all be placed at risk. In such a scenario there are shades of the 1930s, when global trade and finance ground nearly to a halt, the peaceful democracies failed to cooperate, and aggressive powers led by the remorseless fanatics who rose up on the crest of economic disaster exploited their divisions. Today we run the risk that rogue states may choose to become ever more reckless with their nuclear toys, just at our moment of maximum vulnerability. The aftershocks of the financial crisis will almost certainly rock our principal strategic competitors even harder than they will rock us. The dramatic free fall of the Russian stock market has demonstrated the fragility of a state whose economic performance hinges on high oil prices, now driven down by the global slowdown. China is perhaps even more fragile, its economic growth depending heavily on foreign investment and access to foreign markets. Both will now be constricted, inflicting economic pain and perhaps even sparking unrest in a country where political legitimacy rests on progress in the long march to prosperity. None of this is good news if the authoritarian leaders of these countries seek to divert attention from internal travails with external adventures. As for our democratic friends, the present crisis comes when many European nations are struggling to deal with decades of anemic growth, sclerotic governance and an impending demographic crisis. Despite its past dynamism, Japan faces similar challenges. India is still in the early stages of its emergence as a world economic and geopolitical power. What does this all mean? There is no substitute for America on the world stage. The choice we have before us is between the potentially disastrous effects of disengagement and the stiff price tag of continued American leadership.

Withdrawal Bad

Draw-down of America forward presence would be disastrous –US hegemony is the most essential factor in a functional global system

Gray ‘09

Colin S. Gray, Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, “AFTER IRAQ: THE SEARCH FOR A SUSTAINABLE NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY,” January 2009, Strategic Studies Institute, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB902.pdf

American defense planners are required to think and prepare for a global domain. Even should a future U.S. administration express an inward-looking domestic mood and attempt a significant reversal of today’s forward presence, it would soon discover that its security concerns were distressingly global. The United States is too important an actor in all dimensions of world affairs, not least the financial and economic (e.g., maritime trade), to be able to pull up the drawbridge and mind its own business, inoffensively, in North America. This is not to claim that Americans have no choice in their national security policy, and hence strategy. But it does mean that because the country is the most essential of players in a global system of international relations, it must protect its vital national interests by accepting at least some measure of foreign engagement.

Link – Withdrawal

Withdrawal surrenders US control of the commons – that’s key to hegemony

Gray ‘09

Colin S. Gray, Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, “AFTER IRAQ: THE SEARCH FOR A SUSTAINABLE NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY,” January 2009, Strategic Studies Institute, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB902.pdf

The U.S. hegemon needs to be able to control the geographies of the global commons.93 Americans will have to be free to use the sea, the air, space, and cyberspace at will, all the while being able to deny such operational liberty to some other states and political entities. If this demanding multienvironmental requirement cannot be met, the United States could, and probably would, be unable to function strategically as the leading guardian of global order. This role demands the ability to exercise global access for power projection, even against sophisticated access denial capabilities and strategies. For example, attempts by U.S. airpower to secure and exploit control would certainly be contested in large areas of continental airspace. An emerging super-state as well as regional great powers could mount nontrivial opposition with well-networked air defense systems. Strategically, the relative significance of each geography varies from case to case. However, given American geography and geopolitics, it is a permanent U.S. geostrategic requirement to command transit, globally by sea and air, as well as in orbit and through the “infosphere” electronically. 94 It has yet to be demonstrated, or even argued plausibly, that cyberspace is uniquely challenging in some vital regard. Should the control of cyberspace be impossible or only limited, the global sheriff could find itself unable to function effectively. It follows that the subject of cyberwar is in need of the most urgent attention, given current uncertainties and unknowns. Although control of the commons is essential strategically, it can be only instrumental. No one can inhabit these unfriendly environments. American strategy is indeed blessed with geographical, cultural, and technological advantages that facilitate control. 

Link – Afghanistan
Withdrawal sends an immediate signal of damaged counterterrorist resolve – collapses hegemony
Goodenough ‘10
Patrick Goodenough, International Editor – CNS News, “Obama’s Troop Withdrawal Timeline and Taliban Reconciliation Moves Cause Unease,” June 23, 2010, http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/68268
At West Point last December, when Obama announced that 30,000 additional troops would be deployed to Afghanistan this year, he said the move would “allow us to begin the transfer of our forces out of Afghanistan in July of 2011.” In an article for Malhotra, a retired Indian Army general the New Delhi-based Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies Yash, said that announcement had “signaled that the U.S. and its NATO allies no longer believed in the possibility of a military victory over the Taliban and were looking for a dignified exit.” A delegation of senior Indian lawmakers, visiting Washington in recent days, told U.S. officials and lawmakers that withdrawing troops from Afghanistan beginning in July 2011 without defeating the Taliban and al-Qaeda would result in a new era of terror across the region, Indian media reported Tuesday. The delegation met briefly with Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and held discussions with officials led by Deputy Secretary of State Bill Burns. “The United States is in the process of committing a historical blunder with grave consequences for not only Afghanistan but also the regions surrounding it,” warned Maharajakrishna Rasgotra, a former Indian foreign secretary. While Obama’s plan to begin withdrawing troops from July 2011 was understandable, he said in a recent analysis, “the manner of the planned exit and its consequences that cause worry.” Rasgotra, who is president of the Observer Research Foundation Centre for International Relations in New Delhi, decried the Afghanistan ““reconciliation and reintegration” policy. “The consequences of this dangerous scheme are not hard to foresee: the return of the brutal Taliban rule in Kabul, the resumption of a civil war which will suck in the neighboring countries; and spread of terrorism and bloodshed farther afield.”In Washington, the Heritage Foundation called Tuesday for Obama to scrap the “artificial” troop withdrawal timeline, saying it has provoked many friends and foes to question America’s resolve in Afghanistan. “By highlighting that the U.S. will begin withdrawing troops in July 2011, President Obama signals to Afghans and others that the U.S. is not truly committed to prevailing over the Taliban,” said Heritage fellow James Carafano. “This weakens Afghan resolve to resist the Taliban now for fear they will be back in power in the near future. It also reinforces Pakistan’s inclination to hedge on its support for the Afghan Taliban leadership based on its territory.” Heritage President Ed Feulner in a statement urged the president to drop the timeline, make it clear his top priority was to win the war, and give U.S. military leaders whatever forces or resources they need to achieve that goal. “Together with Afghan forces and NATO, the United States must weaken the Taliban on the battlefield before engaging in serious negotiations with Taliban members who break ties with al-Qaeda,” he said. “And the president must press Pakistan to deal firmly and unambiguously with all terrorists.” Testifying before the Senate Armed Services Committee last week, U.S. Central Command commander Gen. David Petraeus stressed that July 2011 was “the date when a process begins, based on conditions, not the date when the U.S. heads for the exits.”

Link – Afghanistan

Perception of an American defeat in Afghanistan severely damages US global reputation and signals disengagement from hegemonic grand strategy

Kagan ‘10

Robert Kagan is a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Transatlantic Fellow at the German Marshall Fund, and author of The Return of History and the End of Dreams, “Obama's Year One: Contra,” World Affairs, January/February 2010, http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/articles/2010-JanFeb/full-Kagan-JF-2010.html

President Obama’s policies toward Afghanistan and Iran—or lack thereof—have received more attention than any other issues during his first year in office. And with good reason. An American defeat in Afghanistan would throw an already dangerous region further into turmoil and severely damage America’s reputation for reliability around the world. Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons would bring about a substantial shift in the regional power balance against the United States and its allies, spark a new round of global proliferation, provide a significant boost to the forces of Islamic radicalism, and bring the United States that much further under the shadow of nuclear terrorism. If Obama’s policies were to produce a geopolitical doubleheader—defeat in Afghanistan and a nuclear-armed Iran—his historical legacy could wind up being a good deal worse than that of his predecessor. If he manages to make progress in Afghanistan and finds some way to stop Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons, he will be remembered for saving the world from a dire situation. Less noticed amidst these crises, however, has been a broader shift in American foreign policy that could have equally great and possibly longer-lasting implications. The Obama presidency may mark the beginning of a new era in American foreign policy and be seen as the moment when the United States finally turned away from the grand strategy it adopted after World War II and assumed a different relationship to the rest of the world. The old strategy, which survived for six decades, rested on three pillars: military and economic primacy, what Truman-era strategists called a “preponderance of power,” especially in Europe and East Asia; a global network of formal military and political alliances, mostly though not exclusively with fellow democracies; and an open trading and financial system. The idea, as Averell Harriman explained back in 1947, was to create “a balance of power preponderantly in favor of the free countries.” Nations outside the liberal order were to be checked and, in time, transformed, as George F. Kennan suggested in his Long Telegram and as Paul Nitze’s famous strategy document, NSC-68, reiterated. The goal, expressed by Harry Truman in 1947, was first to strengthen “freedom-loving nations” and then to “create the conditions that will lead eventually to personal freedom and happiness for all mankind.” It is often said that Bill Clinton was the first post–Cold War president, but in many ways the Clinton presidency was devoted to completing the mission as set out by the architects of America’s post–World War II strategy. The National Security Strategy Document of 1996, as Derek Chollet and James Goldgeier observe in America Between the Wars, used the words “democracy” or “democratic” more than 130 times.

Link – Afghanistan
Withdrawal in Afghanistan would undermine US Hegemony

Thier ‘09
J. Alexander, 11-30, “Without Question the US Should Keep up the Fight in Afghanistan.”  Foreign Policy, J Alexander Thier is director for Afghanistan and Pakistan at the U.S. Institute of Peace and chair of the Institute's Afghanistan and Pakistan Working Groups. He has a B.A. from Brown University, a master’s in law and diplomacy from the Fletcher School at Tufts University, and a J.D. from Stanford Law School) http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/11/30/afghanistan_is_still_worth_the_fight?page=full

The final argument that compels continued U.S. engagement in Afghanistan is perhaps the most difficult for Obama to make: failure in Afghanistan will have broad and unpredictable implications for the U.S. role in the world.  The United States and NATO would suffer a credibility crisis if the Taliban and al Qaeda can claim a full military victory in Afghanistan. On the heels of the disastrous U.S. experience in Iraq, the United States risks appearing feckless, unable to accomplish its highest priority national security objectives and perhaps unable to even define them. Where will its allies be willing to follow the United States next? If NATO is similarly unable to sustain commitment toits first-ever declaration of collective action in defense of a member, how will it respond to other challenges in the future?  This is not a question of "saving face"-- the lifespan of al Qaeda and Talibanism will be determined by the perceptions of the region's populations about the strength and righteousness of the militants. In 2001, the Taliban were not just weakened, but discredited. In 2009, will the Taliban be seen as Afghanistan's (and Pakistan's) future?  This malaise is likely to hit the United States at home, as well. Americans will grow increasingly skeptical of their ability to act effectively in the world, to deliver aid, to keep a difficult peace. Whatever happens in Afghanistan, U.S. engagement in the unstable corners of our world will remain an essential element of our security and prosperity in the next century. In that context, Afghanistan, beset by extremism, conflict, and poverty remains not only important in its own right, but a critical exemplar of the challenges we must meet in the decades to come.

Afghan withdrawal hurts US primacy

Siddiqi ‘09

Shahid R., 4-26, ,“Obama’s Options in Afghanistan,” Foreign Policy Journal, Shahid R. Siddiqi began his career in the Pakistan Air Force. He later joined the corporate sector with which he remained associated until recently in a senior management position. Alongside, he worked as a broadcaster with Radio Pakistan and remained the Islamabad bureau chief of an English weekly magazine ‘Pakistan & Gulf Economist’. In the U.S. he co-founded the Asian American Republican Club in Maryland in 1994 to encourage the participation of Asian Americans in the mainstream political process.  http://www.foreignpolicyjournal.com/2009/04/26/obamas-options-in-afghanistan/

The sight of the American military giant limping back home, abandoning the much trumpeted war on terror, could signal American withdrawal from the world stage at a time when its monopoly on power is being challenged by other emerging power centres. This would badly compromise Obama’s ability to wield political and military influence inEurope and elsewhere and give Jihadi movements a shot in the arm. President Obama is acutely aware that he cannot allow Afghanistan to become another Vietnam, for then he stands no chance of winning back his office in 2012. He must, therefore, wrap up the war or come close to wrapping it up before the elections to avoid losing to rejuvenated Republicans and being shunned by war weary voters.

Link – Afghanistan

The United State’s focus on Afghanistan is causing a decrease of power projection to other countries. 

Wood ‘10

David, won the Gerald Ford Prize for Distinguished Reporting on National Defense, and in 2008 won the Headliners Club award for his reporting on Iraq, accompanied American troops into battle many times, “China, Iran Creating 'No-Go' Zones to Thwart U.S. Military Power,” Politics Daily, March 1, 2010, http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/03/01/china-iran-creating-no-go-zones-to-thwart-u-s-military-power/, Accessed July 17, 2010

But now the party's over. The United States, Pentagon strategists say, is quickly losing its ability to barge in without permission. Potential target countries and even some lukewarm allies are figuring out ingenious ways to blunt American power without trying to meet it head-on, using a combination of high-tech and low-tech jujitsu. At the same time, U.S. naval and air forces have been shrinking under the weight of ever more expensive hardware. It's no longer the case that the United States can overwhelm clever defenses with sheer numbers. As Defense Secretary Robert Gates summed up the problem this month, countries in places where the United States has strategic interests -- including the Persian Gulf and the Pacific -- are building "sophisticated, new technologies to deny our forces access to the global commons of sea, air, space and cyberspace.'' Those innocuous words spell trouble. While the U.S. military and strategy community is focused on Afghanistan and the fight in Marja, others – Iran and China, to name two – are chipping away at America's access to the Taiwan Strait, the South China Sea, the Persian Gulf and the increasingly critical extraterrestrial realms. "This era of U.S. military dominance is waning at an increasing and alarming rate,'' Andrew Krepinevich, a West Point-educated officer and former senior Pentagon strategist, writes in a new report. "With the spread of advanced military technologies and their exploitation by other militaries, especially China's People's Liberation Army and to a far lesser extent Iran's military and Islamic Revolutionary Guards Corps, the U.S. military's ability to preserve military access to two key areas of vital interest, the western Pacific and the Persian Gulf, is being increasingly challenged.''

Link – Afghanistan
Withdrawal would undermine Heg—Pakistan crucial

Wall Street Journal ‘09

10-01“U.S. Credibility and Pakistan,” Wall Street Journal) http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704471504574443352072071822.html

Mr. Qureshi's arguments carry all the more weight now that Pakistan's army is waging an often bloody struggle to clear areas previously held by the Taliban and their allies. Pakistan has also furnished much of the crucial intelligence needed to kill top Taliban and al Qaeda leaders in U.S. drone strikes. But that kind of cooperation will be harder to come by if the U.S. withdraws from Afghanistan and Islamabad feels obliged to protect itself in the near term by striking deals with various jihadist groups, as it has in the past. Pakistanis have long viewed the U.S. through the lens of a relationship that has oscillated between periods of close cooperation—as during the war against the Soviets in Afghanistan in the 1980s—and periods of tension and even sanctions—as after Pakistan's test of a nuclear device in 1998. Pakistan's democratic government has taken major risks to increase its assistance to the U.S. against al Qaeda and the Taliban. Mr. Qureshi is warning, in so many words, that a U.S. retreat from Afghanistan would make it far more difficult for Pakistan to help against al Qaeda.
Afghanistan pullout will crush US leadership and any hope for Afghan stability

Thier ‘09 

J. Alexander, 11-30, “Without Question the US Should Keep up the Fight in Afghanistan.”  Foreign Policy, J Alexander Thier is director for Afghanistan and Pakistan at the U.S. Institute of Peace and chair of the Institute's Afghanistan and Pakistan Working Groups. He has a B.A. from Brown University, a master’s in law and diplomacy from the Fletcher School at Tufts University, and a J.D. from Stanford Law School) http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/11/30/afghanistan_is_still_worth_the_fight?page=full

Afghan stability will not be accomplished through a strategy whose principle objective is to exit. The way out of Afghanistan is to tamp down some of the key drivers of conflict while building a sustainable Afghan institutional basis for long-term stability. The United States and its allies also need to create an enabling environment in the region -- all the neighboring countries and regional powers need to feel invested in Afghan stability.This will ultimately require a sense of long-term U.S. commitment to the region, shared by all actors. Such an approach does not mean an open-ended military combat commitment, but it does mean civilian aid, training and equipping of local security forces, and political engagement for some time. It also means a strong bipartisan effort to elevate and reinforce the U.S. commitment.

Link – Afghanistan

Winning in Afghanistan is crucial; Vietnam proves a loss would devastate US credibility and global leadership

Holmes ‘10

Kim, 6-23, “Why Victory in Afghanistan is Crucial,” Kim Holmes has served since 1992 as Vice President for Foreign and Defense Policy Studies and Director of the Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation, except for his tenure as Assistant Secretary of State for International Organization Affairs during President George W. Bush's first term. Recognized around the globe as one of Washington's foremost foreign and defense policy experts, Holmes is a member of the Council on Foreign Relations, where he formerly served on the Washington Advisory Committee Holmes earned his doctoral and master's degrees in history from Georgetown University. He received a bachelor's degree in history from the University of Central Florida in Orlando. He was a research fellow at the Institute for European History in Germany and adjunct professor of European security and history at Georgetown University.)  http://blog.heritage.org/2010/06/23/why-victory-in-afghanistan-is-crucial/

Today’s firing of Gen. Stanley McChrystal, our top commander in Afghanistan, dealt only with a symptom of the disease eating away at our Afghan strategy, and at the risk of perhaps worsening the condition. The general’s disdain for his civilian leaders, expressed to a magazine and which led to his dismissal, stems from systemic disarray at the heart of President Obama’s war policy. This shambles cannot be blamed on a wayward general; the buck stops firmly where it should, at the Oval Office. Naming the very able Gen. David Petraeus to replace Gen. McChrystal may help heal this sad state of affairs, and we hope it does.  But the drama behind Gen. Stanley McChrystal’s firing masks a far greater and troubling issue: Is the Obama administration fully committed to victory in Afghanistan? Whatever one may say about Gen. McChrystal’s behavior, the larger and more important question is why President Obama tolerates fundamental disagreements among his team on how and even whether to win the war in Afghanistan. Clearly our Ambassador in Kabul, Karl Eikenberry, is not fully on board with Gen. McChrystal’s counterinsurgency strategy. And neither is Vice President Joe Biden, who also seems to be at odds with Obama’s own Secretary of Defense, Robert Gates, on the meaning of the Afghanistan withdrawal timeline. All of this spells chaos in the President’s strategy. Tragically, President Obama split the difference between his warring advisers when he chose a “mini” surge of troops, and one conditioned on a timeline for withdrawal. The timeline raised suspicions about the depth of the President’s commitment to victory. The backbiting among his advisers sowed confusion and contradictory strategies that are undermining the effectiveness of the war effort. This confusion is the President’s fault—not General McChrystal’s—and if the strategy in Afghanistan fails as a result, the responsibility will be Obama’s, not the general’s. And let’s make something completely clear: the stakes are high. A defeat such as this would be a tremendous tragedy for our nation. The sacrifice of our men and women in uniform have would have been in vain. And the financial and geopolitical investments this nation made in establishing a stable regime capable of keeping out terrorists would be deemed a complete waste. What is even worse, defeat will inevitably return to power a Taliban regime that will make Afghanistan a safe haven for terrorists, just as it was prior to the attacks of September 11. We neglected Afghanistan in the 1990s and paid dearly for it in lives in New York City, Washington, D.C., and Pennsylvania. Winning in Afghanistan is directly related to preventing another “9/11,” and it truly is the central front in the war on terrorists. Winning in Afghanistan means ensuring a stable nation that can govern and defend itself, and where the Taliban and other terrorists cannot thrive, continuing to pose a threat to the United States.  To achieve victory — a word the President has admitted being averse to — he needs to get away from inflexible artificial timelines that are divorced from conditions on the ground. The sad thing is that we have been here before, and the outcome was just as tragic and dangerous then as it could be today. There was war weariness at the end of the Vietnam War. Forgetting why were fighting there in the first place, we deluded ourselves into thinking that a loss in Vietnam could be tolerated. The false peace agreement between the United States and North Vietnam dissolved as soon as it became clear that the U.S. government and Congress would not even lift a finger to aid its old ally in South Vietnam. This subsequent loss was not merely a humiliation for the nation — one that resulted in the state of U.S. armed forces falling to a nadir that is embarrassing to this day.  It also unleashed genocide in Cambodia and untold suffering in Vietnam. Not only that, it signaled America’s weakness and lack of resolve.  Taking its measure of the new paper American tiger, the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan, and other communist movements in South America spun themselves up to challenge what they believed to be a declining power. We don’t need Afghanistan to become our next Vietnam.  History never repeats itself exactly, and, yes, there are differences both in circumstances and even outcomes.  But if we fail in Afghanistan, this nation will pay a terrible price.  We will not only see the threat of terrorism to our shores grow, but could even see the regime in nuclear-armed Pakistan fall either into terrorist hands or a military in league with them. And that is a danger far, far greater than what we now face on the battlefields of Afghanistan.

Link – Afghanistan – Signal/Resolve

Afghanistan withdrawal would signal US weakness
Bellantoni ‘10

Christina, 2-23, Christina Bellantoni is senior reporter for Talking Points Memo, covering the White House and both foreign policy and domestic politics. Before joining the TPM staff, Bellantoni most recently was a White House correspondent for The Washington Times in Washington, D.C. She covered the 2008 Democratic presidential campaigns and was with The Times since 2003, covering state and Congressional politics before moving to national political beat for the election. She graduated from UC Berkeley with a degree in Mass Communications in 2001.)

http://tpmdc.talkingpointsmemo.com/2010/02/john-bolton-says-obama-sending-signal-of-weakness-in-afghanistan.php

Former United Nations Ambassador John Bolton told TPMDC in an interview he isn't sure President Obama is fully committed to a strategy in Afghanistan that would destroy the Taliban. During an interview at the Conservative Political Action Conference Friday Bolton said he thinks Obama is "more concerned with beginning a process of withdrawal in the summer of 2011." "I fear that's an example of sending at best, a mixed, or more likely, a signal of weakness that our adversaries interpret to our detriment," Bolton said. We also talked about nuclear proliferation and his stance on Obama's overall national security strategy. "I'm quite concerned about the president's policies and the directions he's taken," he said. I asked Bolton about recess appointments - since that's how he secured his job under President George W. Bush. "I'm always delighted to see presidents exercise their constitutional prerogatives and if it changes his mind on the utility of recess appointments I'll be delighted to see," Bolton said.
Link – Afghanistan – Signal/Resolve

Despite our dominating military hegemony now, an Afghanistan withdrawal will make us look weak and without resolve

Innocent ‘09

Malou, Nov/Dec edition of Cato Policy Report, part of the Cato Institute, one of the biggest think tanks in the world headquartered in D.C., “Should the United States Withdraw from Afghanistan,” Malou Innocent is Malou Innocent is a Foreign Policy Analyst at the Cato Institute. She is a member of the International Institute of Strategic Studies, and her primary research interests include Middle East and Persian Gulf security issues and U.S. foreign policy toward Pakistan, Afghanistan, and China. She is the coauthor of “Escaping the ‘Graveyard of Empires’: A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan.”  She earned dual Bachelor of Arts degrees in Mass Communications and Political Science from the University of California at Berkeley, and a Master of Arts degree in International Relations from the University of Chicago) http://www.cato.org/pubs/policy_report/v31n6/cpr31n6-3.html
MALOU INNOCENT: Americans understand intuitively that the question about Afghanistan is not whether the war is winnable, but whether it constitutes a vital national security interest. America still does not have a clearly articulated goal. This is why the usual topic of discussion — how to build key institutions and create a legitimate political system — is not so much misguided as it is misplaced. The issue is not whether we can but whether we should. Only recently has the debate moved to this question. Should we remain in Afghanistan? The answer — when stacked against our objective of disrupting, dismantling, and defeating al Qaeda — is clearly no. Going after al Qaeda does not require a large-scale, long-term military presence for several reasons. First, we must keep in mind that the military is wonderful for killing bad guys with disproportionate firepower, destroying enemy troop formations, or bombing command centers, but not for finding hidden killers. The scalpel of intelligencesharing and close cooperation with foreign law enforcement agencies has done more to round up suspected terrorists than the sledgehammer of military force. Second, whether we withdraw or whether we stay, al Qaeda can twist our choice into a victory. If we withdraw, we appear weak — even though America is responsible for almost half of the world's military spending, can project its power to the most inaccessible corners of the globe, and wields one of the planet's largest nuclear arsenals. But America also looks weak if it remains in the region too long. The military will appear bogged down, the strategy aimless, and, despite our best efforts, military operations will continue to kill Afghan civilians, eroding support for our presence among the population. Third, our policy toward Afghanistan is undermining core U.S. interests in Pakistan. Drone operations have successfully killed a number of high-value targets and may have seriously degraded al Qaeda's global capabilities. But our policies are also pushing the region's powerful jihadist insurgency over the border into Pakistan. As early as 2007, in response to repeated Pakistani army incursions, along with a growing number of U.S. missile strikes, an amalgamation of over two dozen tribal-based groups calling themselves "the Taliban" began to emerge in the Pakistani border region. Unfortunately, present U.S. policy is pushing militants deeper into Pakistani cities, strengthening the very jihadist forces we seek to defeat, and pressing this weak but nuclear-armed country in the direction of civil war. Nonetheless, I think perhaps the worst thing we can do is turn our back on this region entirely. That's what we did after nearly a decade of funding the mujahedeen, and we paid for it dearly eight years ago. But there are costs to remaining in the region, not simply in manpower and resources, but in giving al Qaeda what it wants, pushing the conflict into Pakistan, and looking weak by remaining and possibly accomplishing little. America should scale down its combat presence, continue open relations and intelligence sharing with all countries in the region, deploy Special Forces for discrete operations against specific targets, and engage in intensive surveillance as it already does today.
Link – Afghanistan – Signal/Resolve

Obama’s plan for withdrawal from Afghanistan signals US weakness; focus shifting from winning to exiting the war

Allen and VandeHei ‘09

Mike and Jim, 12-1, Politico—covering national politics and Washington governance,  Mike Allen is the chief political correspondent for Politico. He comes to us from Time magazine where he was their White House correspondent. Prior to that, Allen spent six years at The Washington Post, where he covered President Bush's first term, Capitol Hill, campaign finance, and the Bush, Gore and Bradley campaigns of 2000. He has a B.A. from Washington and Lee University, where he majored in politics and journalism. Jim VandeHei is the executive editor and co-founder of Politico. In December 2009 VandeHei was selected to be the first representative of a primarily online news organization to serve on the Pulitzer Prize Board. VandeHei graduated from the University of Wisconsin-Oshkosh in 1994 with degrees in journalism and political science.) http://www.politico.com/news/stories/1109/30024_Page2.html

MCLEAN, Va. — On the eve of the unveiling of the nation’s new Afghanistan policy, former Vice President Dick Cheney slammed President Barack Obama for projecting “weakness” to adversaries and warned that more workaday Afghans will side with the Taliban if they think the United States is heading for the exits. In a 90-minute interview at his suburban Washington house, Cheney said the president’s “agonizing” about Afghanistan strategy “has consequences for your forces in the field.” “I begin to get nervous when I see the commander in chief making decisions apparently for what I would describe as small ‘p’ political reasons, where he’s trying to balance off different competing groups in society,” Cheney said. “Every time he delays, defers, debates, changes his position, it begins to raise questions: Is the commander in chief really behind what they’ve been asked to do?” Obama administration officials have complained ever since taking office that they face a series of unpalatable — if not impossible — national security decisions in Afghanistan and Pakistan because of the Bush administration’s unwavering insistence on focusing on Iraq. But Cheney rejected any suggestion that Obama had to decide on a new strategy for Afghanistan because the one employed by the previous administration failed. Cheney was asked if he thinks the Bush administration bears any responsibility for the disintegration of Afghanistan because of the attention and resources that were diverted to Iraq. “I basically don’t,” he replied without elaborating. Obama will announce a troop buildup in Afghanistan in a speech Tuesday at West Point, and he’s expected to send at least 30,000 more U.S. troops to the country. The White House also has said that Obama will outline a general time frame for the United States to begin withdrawing from Afghanistan. But Cheney said the average Afghan citizen “sees talk about exit strategies and how soon we can get out, instead of talk about how we win. “Those folks ... begin to look for ways to accommodate their enemies,” Cheney said. “They’re worried the United States isn’t going to be there much longer and the bad guys are.” During the interview, Cheney laced his concerns with a broader critique of Obama’s foreign and national security policy, saying Obama’s nuanced and at times cerebral approach projects “weakness” and that the president is looking “far more radical than I expected.” “Here’s a guy without much experience, who campaigned against much of what we put in place ... and who now travels around the world apologizing,” Cheney said. “I think our adversaries — especially when that’s preceded by a deep bow ... — see that as a sign of weakness.” Specifically, Cheney said the Justice Department decision to try Khalid Sheikh Mohammed, the accused mastermind of the Sept. 11 attacks, in New York City is “great” for Al Qaeda. “One of their top people will be given the opportunity — courtesy of the United States government and the Obama administration — to have a platform from which they can espouse this hateful ideology that they adhere to,” he said. “I think it’s likely to give encouragement — aid and comfort — to the enemy.” The former vice president is splitting his time among his houses in Virginia, in Wyoming and on Maryland’s Eastern Shore, with a place at each for working on his memoir, to be published in the spring of 2011. His eldest daughter, former Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Liz Cheney, is collaborating on the writing and overseeing research. During the campaign, Cheney recalled, he saw Obama as “sort of a mainline, traditional Democrat — liberal, from the liberal wing of the party.” But Cheney said he is increasingly persuaded by the notion that Obama “doesn’t believe in American exceptionalism — the idea that the United States is a special nation, that we are the greatest, freest nation mankind has ever known.” “When I see the way he operates, I am increasingly convinced that he’s not as committed to or as wedded to that concept as most of the presidents I’ve known, Republican or Democrat,” he said. “I am worried. And I find as I get out around the country, a lot of other people are worried, too.” Cheney said his worries extend to Obama’s domestic agenda: “He obviously has a very robust agenda of change — health care system, cap and trade, redistribution of wealth. I rarely hear him talk about the private sector.” Cheney charged that Obama’s plans for Afghanistan are based on political calculations by “a guy who campaigned from one end of the country to the other, saying Afghanistan was the good war ... so that he could come across as somebody who’s not against all wars.”“Now, things have changed. Iraq’s going significantly better because of the decisions we made in the Bush administration — the surge and so forth,” the former vice president added. “And he’s having to deal, sort of up close and personal, with the Afghanistan situation. And it’s tough — it’s hard. ... Sometimes I have the feeling that they’re just figuring that out.” Looking ahead to 2012, Cheney said the likely midterm congressional losses for Democrats next year “point in the direction of a very competitive situation in 2012 — a very respectable shot for the Republicans of taking back the presidency.” “There’s a lot of churning and a lot of ferment out there in the party today, and that’s basically a healthy thing,” he said. “Our adversaries — our Democratic adversaries — like to be able to portray the Republican Party as a bunch of wingnuts — narrow based, always have some agenda that’s not attractive to the public. ... That’s easier for them, and more fun, than dealing with their own problems. And I think their problems are significant.” Cheney said “it’s far too soon to be handicapping” his party’s presidential nominee. “We’ve got a lot of folks, I’m sure, who will want to pursue it. I haven’t committed and don’t expect to anytime soon,” he said. “I think we’ve got a lot of interesting people in the Republican Party.” Cheney at first declined to make any comment about Sarah Palin, but finally said: “I like her, personally. ... She’s charming, engaging. She’s got as much right to be out there as anybody else. Will she be a candidate at some point? How would she do as a candidate? Those are all questions that only time will tell.”And what does he think about the movement to draft him to seek the top job himself? Cheney says he sees no such scenario. “Why would I want to do that?” he replied. “It’s been a hell of a tour. I’ve loved it. I have no aspirations for further office.”
Link – Iraq

Unilateral withdrawal will hurt American global leadership and embolden insurgents

Kissinger ‘07

Henry A., 7-2, “A Political Program to Exit Iraq,” Henry A. Kissinger was the 56th Secretary of State of the United States from 1973 to 1977, continuing to hold the position of Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs which he first assumed in 1969 until 1975. After leaving government service, he founded Kissinger Associates, an international consulting firm, of which he is chairman. Dr. Kissinger was born in Fuerth, Germany, on May 27, 1923, came to the United States in 1938, and was naturalised a United States citizen on June 19, 1943. He received the BA Degree Summa Cum Laude at Harvard College in 1950 and the MA and PhD Degrees at Harvard University in 1952 and 1954 respectively. Secretary Kissinger has written many books and articles on United States foreign policy, international affairs, and diplomatic history. http://www.nytimes.com/2007/07/02/opinion/02iht-edkiss.1.6442131.html?pagewanted=2

The war in Iraq is approaching a kind of self-imposed climax. Public disenchantment is palpable. Congress will surely press for an accelerated, if not total, withdrawal of American forces. Demands for a political solution are likely to mount. But precipitate withdrawal would produce a disaster. It would not end the war but shift it to other areas, like Lebanon or Jordan or Saudi Arabia. The war between the Iraqi factions would intensify. The demonstration of American impotence would embolden radical Islamism and further radicalize its disciples from Indonesia and India to the suburbs of European capitals. We face a number of paradoxes. Military victory, in the sense of establishing a government capable of enforcing its writ throughout Iraq, is not possible in a time frame tolerated by the American political process. Yet no political solution is conceivable in isolation from the situation on the ground. What America and the world need is not unilateral withdrawal but a vision by the administration of a sustainable political end to the conflict. Withdrawals must grow out of a political solution, not the other way around. None of Iraq's neighbors, not even Iran, is in a position to dominate the situation against the opposition of all the other interested parties. Is it possible to build a sustainable outcome on such considerations? The answer must be sought on three levels: the internal, the regional and the international. The internal parties - the Shiites, the Sunnis and the Kurds - have been subjected to insistent American appeals to achieve national reconciliation. But groups that have been conducting blood feuds with one another for centuries are, not surprisingly, struggling in their efforts to compose their differences by constitutional means. They need the buttress of a diplomatic process that could provide international support for carrying out any internal agreements reached or to contain their conflict if the internal parties cannot agree and Iraq breaks up. The American goal should be an international agreement regarding the international status of Iraq. It would test whether the neighbors of Iraq as well as some more distant countries are prepared to translate general concepts into converging policies. It would provide a legal and political framework to resist violations. These are the meaningful benchmarks against which to test American withdrawals. The reason why such a diplomacy may prove feasible is that the continuation of Iraq's current crisis presents all of Iraq's neighbors with mounting problems. The longer the war in Iraq rages, the more likely will be the breakup of the country into sectarian units. Turkey has repeatedly emphasized that it would resist such a breakup by force because of the radicalizing impact that a Kurdish state could have on Turkey's large Kurdish population. But this would bring Turkey into unwanted conflict with the United States and open a Pandora's box of other interventions. Saudi Arabia and Jordan dread Shiite domination of Iraq, especially if the Baghdad regime threatens to become a satellite of Iran. The various Gulf sheikhdoms, the largest of which is Kuwait, find themselves in an even more threatened position. Syria's attitudes are likely to be more ambivalent. Its ties to Iran represent both a claim to status and a looming vulnerability. Given a wise and determined American diplomacy, even Iran may be brought to conclude that the risks of continued turmoil outweigh the temptations before it. To be sure, Iranian leaders may believe that the wind is at their backs, that the moment is uniquely favorable to realize millennial visions of a reincarnated Persian empire or a reversal of the Shiite-Sunni split under Shiite domination. On the other hand, if prudent leaders exist - which remains to be determined - they might come to the conclusion that they had better treat these advantages as a bargaining chip in a negotiation rather than risk them in a contest over domination of the region. No American president will, in the end, acquiesce once the full consequences of Iranian domination of the region become apparent. Russia will have its own reasons, principally the fear of the radicalization of its own Islamic minority, to begin resisting Iranian and radical Islamist domination of the Gulf. Combined with the international controversy over its nuclear weapons program, Iran's challenge could come to be perceived by its leaders to pose excessive risks. Whether or whenever Iran reaches these conclusions, two conditions will have to be met: First, no serious diplomacy can be based on the premise that the United States is the supplicant. America and its allies must demonstrate a determination to vindicate their vital interests that Iran will find credible. Second, the United States will need to put forward a diplomatic position that acknowledges the legitimate security interests of Iran. Such a negotiation must be initiated within a genuinely multilateral forum. A dramatic bilateral Iranian-U.S. negotiation would magnify all the region's insecurities. For if Lebanon, Jordan, Saudi Arabia and Kuwait - which have entrusted their security primarily to the United States - become convinced that an Iranian-U.S. condominium is looming, a race for Tehran's favor may bring about the disintegration of all resolve. Within a multilateral framework, the United States will be able to conduct individual conversations with the key participants, as has happened in the six-party forum on North Korea. A forum for such an effort already exists in the foreign ministers' conference that met recently at Sharm el-Sheikh. It is in the United States' interest to turn the conference into a working enterprise under strong, if discreet, American leadership. The purpose of such a forum should be to define the international status of the emerging Iraqi political structure into a series of reciprocal obligations. Iraq would continue to evolve as a sovereign state but agree to place itself under some international restraint in return for specific guarantees. In such a scheme, the United States-led multinational force would be gradually transformed into an agent of that arrangement, along the lines of the Bosnian settlement in the Balkans. All this suggests a three-tiered international effort: an intensified negotiation among the Iraqi parties; a regional forum like the Sharm el-Sheikh conference to elaborate an international transition status for Iraq; and a broader conference to establish the peacekeeping and verification dimensions. The rest of the world cannot indefinitely pretend to be bystanders to a process that could engulf them through their default. Neither the international system nor American public opinion will accept as a permanent arrangement an American enclave maintained exclusively by American military power in so volatile a region. The concept outlined here seeks to establish a new international framework for Iraq. It is an outcome emerging from a political and military situation on the ground and not from artificial deadlines.

Link – Iraq

Withdrawal from Iraq hurts strong US leadership and credibility; Iranian hegemony will further destabilize the region

Kagan ‘07

Frederick W., May 28, 2007, Vol. 12, No. 35 of the Weekly Standard magazine, “Don’t Abandon the Iraqis.”  Frederick W. Kagan is the author of the 2007 report Choosing Victory: A Plan for Success in Iraq, and he is one of the intellectual architects of the successful "surge" strategy in Iraq. He is a former professor of military history at the U.S. Military Academy at West Point. His books range from Ground Truth: The Future of U.S. Land Power (AEI Press, 2008), coauthored with Thomas Donnelly, to the End of the Old Order: Napoleon and Europe, 1801-1805 (Da Capo, 2006). He holds a Ph.D., Russian and Soviet military history; B.A., Soviet and East European studies from Yale University. http://www.weeklystandard.com/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/013/662muenn.asp?page=3&pg=1

From time to time, nations face fundamental tests of character. Forced to choose between painful but wise options, and irresponsible ones that offer only temporary relief from pain, a people must decide what price they are willing to pay to safeguard themselves and their children and to do the right thing. America has faced such tests before. Guided by Abraham Lincoln, we met our greatest challenge during the Civil War and overcame it, despite agonizing doubts about the possibility of success even into 1864. The Greatest Generation recovered from the shock of Pearl Harbor and refused to stop fighting until both Germany and Japan had surrendered unconditionally. A similar moment is upon us in Iraq. What will we do? America has vital national interests in Iraq. The global al Qaeda movement has decided to defeat us there--not merely to establish a base from which to pursue further tyranny and terror, but also to erect a triumphant monument on the ruins of American power. Al Qaeda claims to have defeated the Soviet Union in Afghanistan, and its recruiting rests in part on that boast. If America flees the field of battle against this foe in Iraq, al Qaeda will have gained an even more powerful recruiting slogan. That is why al Qaeda fighters from across the Muslim world are streaming into Iraq and fighting desperately to retain and expand their positions there. Al Qaeda does not think Iraq is a distraction from their war against us. Al Qaeda believes Iraq is the central front--and it is. To imagine that America can lose in Iraq but prevail in the war against jihadism is almost like imagining that we could have yielded Europe to the Nazis but won World War II. Al Qaeda is not our only enemy in Iraq, however. Iran has chosen to fight a proxy war against us there, determined to work our defeat for its own purposes. Iranian weapons and even advisers flow into Iraq and assist our enemies, both Sunni and Shia, to kill our soldiers and attempt to establish control over Iraq itself. This Iranian support is not the result of a misunderstanding that could be worked out if only we would talk to the mullahs. It is the continuation of nearly three decades of cold war between Iran and the United States that began in 1979 with an Iranian attack on the sovereign American soil of the U.S. embassy in Tehran. The states of the Arabian Gulf are watching closely to see who will win. If Iran succeeds in driving America from Iraq, Iranian hegemony in the region is likely. If that success is combined with the development of an Iranian nuclear weapon, then Iranian hegemony is even more likely. Dominance of the Middle East by this Iranian regime would be very bad for America. And a nuclear arms race in which Arab states tried to balance against Iranian power would also be very bad for America. These are the obvious American stakes in the fight in Iraq, and they are high enough to justify every possible effort to succeed there. But there are reasons to keep fighting even beyond these geopolitical considerations. On a recent trip to Iraq, I saw the human stakes in this struggle. I spoke with the commander of the 8th Iraqi Army Division in Diwaniyah, Major General Othman. He is a Shia, commanding a heavily Shia unit in an entirely Shia area. I asked him what was the most serious challenge he faced. He answered at once: Shia militias. General Othman stands strongly for an Iraq ruled by law, in which the government holds a monopoly on the use of force, and in which Sunni and Shia are treated equally. He has put his beliefs to the test of battle. When he saw that members of Moktada al-Sadr's Shia militia, the Mahdi Army, had taken control of the city of Diwaniyah, he conducted a large-scale clearing operation with the help of American forces and drove them out. General Othman now holds Diwaniyah, where the people can breathe free again, subject neither to that militia nor to any other. There is no turning back for General Othman. The Mahdi Army is determined to kill him and his family, and they will do so if we do not continue to support him. The life of this decent man is in our hands. In Iskandariyah, I met Major General Qais, the commander of the Babil Province police forces. I asked him the same question, What is your greatest challenge. Without hesitation, he, too, said: Shia militias. The Iraqi police are known to be infiltrated by Shia militia fighters, but General Qais has molded a force that he uses against those very militias on a daily basis. He has survived attempts on his life, and he and his family are under constant threat. They, too, rely on America to help them fight the agents of Iran who seek to defeat us. Across Iraq today, decent people are standing up and identifying themselves. They are reaching out to us, working with us, and fighting alongside us against our enemies, even against the powerful Shia militias. If we abandon them now, they will be tortured and killed, along with their families, by the militias. We will have exposed every decent person in the country to destruction. the fact is that the democratic government of Iraq is an ally--and a strong ally--against al Qaeda. Against al Qaeda, Iraqi leaders from government, civil society, the military, and the police are implacable. Even the Sunni Arabs, who once provided al Qaeda safe haven and support, have turned against the terrorists. Thousands of Sunni Arabs in Anbar, Salahaddin, Diyala, Babil, and even Baghdad have reached out to the Coalition and the Iraqi government, offering to fight the takfiris, as they call al Qaeda. Anbar Province, whose Marine intelligence officers had virtually given it up only last year, is now lost to al Qaeda. Thousands of Iraqis have died fighting al Qaeda. When al Qaeda attacks recruiting centers, health clinics, government buildings, and military and police outposts, the Iraqis do not run home. They run back into the battle, to fight harder. But they continue to need our help. If we abandon them, al Qaeda terrorists will barbarically punish those who have opposed them. They may even so terrorize the people that they are able to establish a home in part of Iraq. That is certainly their aim. We cannot allow them to succeed. But the stakes are even higher than these. I had the chance to walk through the market near Haifa Street the other day. Only in January, the streets of this mixed Sunni-Shia neighborhood featured day-long gun fights between al Qaeda terrorists and U.S. and Iraqi soldiers. American forces have not yet finished clearing the neighborhood. Nevertheless, I walked through the market with Lieutenant General Ray Odierno, commander of Multi-National Corps-Iraq, retired General Jack Keane, Colonel Bryan Roberts, the local brigade commander, my wife, Kimberly Kagan, Colonel H.R. McMaster, and several other American soldiers and civilians. With a handful of armed soldiers as escort, and attack helicopters circling overhead to guard against snipers known to be in the area, we walked through the meandering market. The American brigade commander was well known to the locals, who greeted us all, "Salaam aleikum, wa aleikum es-salaam." Smiling children darted through our group, surrounding us, begging for candy, for my wife's sunglasses, for one of General Odierno's stars ("Just one, please--you have three"). We walked through a crowded pool hall and past tables of men playing dominoes. Pool players patiently tried to make their shots despite our interruption; old men slammed dominoes on the table triumphantly and tried to get us to play with them. But the most moving scenes were in some of the worst neighborhoods of the city. Our uparmored Humvees rolled through Ghazaliyah and Dora, two Sunni neighborhoods heavily infiltrated with al Qaeda and under pressure from Shia militias. There are few services in these neighborhoods, and IED attacks and killings had been regular features until very recently. We walked through raw sewage in the streets and saw bullet and bomb holes in the buildings. But to my amazement, we also saw children in those streets who did not glare or run or stand dourly as the occupiers passed. Instead they smiled and waved, asking for candy or just saying hello. Even in the worst places in Iraq, we have not lost the children. They still look to us with hope. They still expect us to deliver them from death and violence. They still believe that we will honor our commitments to their parents. What will happen if we abandon these children? Death will stalk them and their families. Al Qaeda will attempt to subjugate them. Shia militias will drive them from their homes or kill them. And they and their neighbors, and everyone in the Middle East, will know we left them to their fate. Everyone will know, "Never trust the Americans." Everyone will warn their children, "The Americans will only betray you." We will cement our reputation as untrustworthy. We will lose this generation not only in Iraq, but throughout the Middle East. And we will have lost more than our reputation and our ability to protect our interests. We will have lost part of our soul.
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US Pullout would cause loss of hegemony, Anti-americanism, and perception of immorality

Oliker, Grant, and Kaye ‘10

“The Impact of U.S. Military Drawdown in Iraq on Displaced and Other Vulnerable Populations Analysis and Recommendations” (RAND Corporation, Occasional Paper Series. Olga Oliker is a senior international policy analyst at the RAND Corporation. Oliker's areas of expertise include security sector reform in the conflict, post-conflict, and development contexts and U.S. and international efforts to advance reform in countries in transition. She holds an M.P.P., John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University; B.A. in international studies, Emory University. Audra Grant is a political scientist at the RAND Corporation, where she has worked on various projects concerning the evolution of domestic politics of Iraq; tribal configurations and insurgent group organization in Iraq; and issues related to democracy and governance in Africa and the Middle East and to societies in transition. She holds a Ph.D. in political science, University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee; B.S. in journalism, Northwestern University. Dalia Dassa Kaye is associate director of the RAND Center for Middle East Public Policy and a faculty member at the Pardee RAND Graduate School. At RAND, Kaye's research has addressed a range of Middle East security issues, including regional alliance relationships, the regional effects of the Iraq war, the Iranian challenge, regional security architecture, U.S. diplomatic approaches to the region, and regional reform in the Arab world. She holds a Ph.D., M.A. and B.A. in political science, University of California, Berkeley. http://www.rand.org/pubs/occasional_papers/2010/RAND_OP272.pdf

Substantial violence against vulnerable groups would, without question, present tremendous humanitarian concerns. In addition, it would have a variety of adverse repercussions for the United States, Iraq, and the region more broadly. As the country globally seen as responsible for the Iraq war, the United States would be held accountable for any negative humanitarian repercussions. Perceptions of the United States, at home and abroad, may be particularly eroded by failure to effectively protect and assist U.S.-affiliated Iraqis. Failure of the United States to protect and help the people who were willing to help Americans would be rightly seen as a particularly egregious moral violation. In the Middle East and around the world, this would feed into and would be used to build anti-U.S. sentiment. That, in turn, would hamper U.S. efforts on a broad range of issues as the United States seeks to rebuild its global image and influence. Importantly, such a deleterious outcome would ultimately set a poor precedent for future U.S.-led military operations, making local citizens elsewhere less likely to help the United States.
Link – Iraq
Withdrawal from Iraq hurts American allies and US Hegemony
Gartenstein-Ross ‘07

Daveed, 5-10, “Leaving Iraq puts More than U.S. at Risk,” Daveed Gartenstein-Ross is the Director of the Center for the Study of Terrorist Radicalization at the Foundation for Defense of Democracies. His research interests include homegrown terrorism, radicalization, jihadist ideology, al-Qaeda’s safe havens, and energy security. Gartenstein-Ross co-authored two major reports in 2009, Homegrown Terrorists in the U.S. and U.K. and Terrorism in the West 2008. A Ph.D. candidate in world politics at the Catholic University of America, Gartenstein-Ross earned a J.D., magna cum laude, from the New York University School of Law, where he was a member of the Law Review. He received his B.A., magna cum laude, from Wake Forest University) http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2007/05/10/opinion/main2785888.shtml

As the debate heats up about whether the United States should set a deadline for withdrawal from Iraq, little attention has focused on the effect such a move would have on America's allies in that country. The world has not forgotten America's abandonment of the South Vietnamese and later the Kurds, and our allies must now fear that another abandonment is in the offing. One reason the United States is short on friends throughout the world is that we haven't stood by our allies in the past. The consequence of another hasty retreat must be considered: our reputation will suffer and those who aligned with us in Iraq will pay a heavy price. The debate over withdrawal comes as America's allies are making important progress. The media has finally begun to notice the Anbar Salvation Front, a collection of Sunni tribesmen, Iraqi nationalists, ex-Baathists, and others who are united by the common goal of driving al Qaeda from their country. Based in the Anbar province, which was long an al Qaeda stronghold, the Anbar Salvation Front is led by Abdul Sattar al-Rishawi, a charismatic tribal leader who has seen many of his family members killed by al Qaeda. The Anbar Salvation Front provides an Iraqi-based opposition to al Qaeda, and one with local legitimacy. The Front has already yielded four distinct advantages. First, it has started to provide stability on the ground through emergency response units (ERUs) that serve a policing function. Already, four ERUs consisting of 750 men apiece are operational, and there are enough volunteers to fill out six more — a total of 7,500 men. Although there are conflicting accounts as to how much training ERU personnel will have, high-ranking intelligence sources believe the Anbar Salvation Front is attempting to avoid past blunders in which unprepared police lost public confidence through massive human rights abuses. Second, the Front has developed an intelligence network that gives U.S. forces unprecedented access to information about insurgent activities. In the past, Sunnis who wanted to report insurgent activity would have to tell U.S. troops directly — and the consequences of being seen with American soldiers can be fatal. Sunnis won't be killed for meeting with Anbar Salvation Front members, who have provided a means for vital information to reach the Americans. Third, the Anbar Salvation Front has been able to mount a theological challenge to the clerics who have issued rulings in support of al Qaeda's Iraqi jihad. In early April, a committee of 40 prominent religious scholars met in Amman, Jordan to establish the "council of ulema of Iraq." This council hopes to undercut the theological legitimacy that al Qaeda in Iraq claims. Its rulings are designed to undermine those issued by clerics who favor al Qaeda's activities, such as the November 2004 edict issued by a group of Saudi Arabian scholars that lent legitimacy to the jihad in Iraq. Finally, the Front's activities are extending beyond the Anbar province, as al-Rishawi is forming a national political party known as Iraq Awakening. In April, more than 200 Sunni sheikhs met in Anbar to form this party, which opposes al Qaeda and plans to cooperate with the government in Baghdad. Iraq Awakening will run a slate of candidates in Anbar's upcoming provincial elections and in the next parliamentary balloting in 2009. In addition to this positive news, wrenchingly bad news has also come out of Iraq. Baghdad has been hit by a number of recent bombings. Diyala province remains under al Qaeda control. In Baquba, the Islamic State of Iraq has assumed many governmental functions and suspected informants are assassinated on a daily basis. This bad news should not cause us to lose sight of the big picture. The United States now has a commander in Iraq with a concrete strategy. When the Senate overwhelmingly confirmed General David Petraeus, he said that the surge's success probably couldn't be measured until the summer at the earliest. Yet since General Petraeus has taken the reins, daily violence in Baghdad has dropped (even despite the recent rash of high-profile bombings), and he has been able to bolster our allies in the country. The progress of these allies should not be ignored. The United States has an invaluable asset in al-Rishawi, and the support of his organization may extend beyond Iraq and to the broader Middle East, as this model can be duplicated elsewhere. Will we abandon our Iraqi allies just as they are beginning to make a concrete difference? They certainly have reason to fear that we will. 
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American unipolarity still key to Iraq success and global order

Rogers ‘08

March, “Iraq, Afghanistan: Has the US lost?” written for opendemocracy.com, Paul Rogers is the Professor of Peace Studies, BSc PhD Lond., DIC ARCS, MIBiol. (Head of Department 1993-1999). http://www.socialistreview.org.uk/article.php?articlenumber=10304

Multipolarity, yes, when there is no alternative. But not when there is. Not when we have the unique imbalance of power that we enjoy today - and that has given the international system a stability and essential tranquillity that it had not know for at least a century."The international environment is far more likely to enjoy peace under a single hegemon. Moreover, we are not just any hegemon. We run a uniquely benign imperium." In the light of this outlook and its influence at the time, it is hardly a surprise that the shock of the 9/11 attacks resulted in a massive military response, immediately in Afghanistan and later in Iraq. Some commentators advocated another approach - intense international cooperation to bring the Al Qaida leadership to justice, however long it might take, at the same time as warning against an immediate recourse to regime termination. There were other voices, especially from the majority world, that sought a more fundamental change in policy. Walden Bello is a notable example - writing in late September 2001, the executive director of Focus on the Global South condemned the attacks unreservedly but warned against a heavy military response. Instead he called for a radical change in outlook: "The only response that will really contribute to global security and peace is for Washington to address not the symptoms but the roots of terrorism. It is for the US to re-examine and substantially change its policies in the Middle East and the Third World, supporting for a change arrangements that will not stand in the way of the achievement of equity, justice, and genuine national sovereignty for currently marginalised peoples. Any other way leads to endless war." Such a change would not come from the Bush administration; as a result, the world is now into the seventh year of the "long war". From this distance and in view of all that has happened in these years, Bello's prognosis looks uncomfortably accurate. Moreover, the US and its small band of coalition states are mired in Iraq, and a larger, if unhappy, coalition anticipates years of conflict in Afghanistan. It is still just possible that there will be some US troop withdrawals from Iraq in 2008, though the chances are becoming remote. In any case, any drawdown will do no more than take the numbers to the levels of 2003-06 before the start of the 2007 surge. Meanwhile, the US is consolidating its influence over Iraq's political and economic life while developing several massive military bases and pulling in more air power to maintain control. Unless there is a quite extraordinary change in policy, the US will be in Iraq for very many years to come. The importance of the region's oil resources alone helps ensure that. In Afghanistan there is considerable disunity among Nato member-states. The flurry of diplomatic activity - including US defence secretary Robert M Gates's latest criticism of Nato allies, and the visit of US secretary of state Condoleezza Rice and Britain's foreign secretary David Miliband to Kabul on 7 February - reflects the extent and immediacy of concern about the problems they are facing. Gordon Brown's government is seen as the key ally at present and there is concern in Washington that London may find public opinion turning against British involvement in Afghanistan. Britain has by far the largest involvement of any of Nato's European member-states; on 6 February, defence minister Des Browne announced that most of the elite Parachute regiment would be deployed to Helmand province for the period of April-October 2008. For the US, this continuing involvement is crucial, but it is still not enough, given the reluctance of many Nato states to put their own troops on the frontline. The Pentagon declared its intention in January to add 3,200 marines to its own forces in the country, but there are calls for much larger increases. One of Washington's leading conservative think-tanks, the American Enterprise Institute, was a key instigator of the 2007 surge in Iraq; it now wants a similar surge in Afghanistan involving the immediate transfer there of another three combat brigades. Along with support troops and the extra marines already assigned, this would take the number of foreign troops in Afghanistan to around 70,000; it would also involve substantial reinforcements of air power.
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The US is still the global hegemon; an Iraq withdrawal will greatly diminish its power

Howard ‘06

John, 11-15, Transcript of Speech to the American Australian Association, Sydney Australia. John Howard was the former Prime Minister of Australia, second-longest serving Australian Prime Minister, awarded Star of Solomon Islands for vital work in restoring law and order in the Solomon Islands along with the Prime Minister of New Zealand Helen Clark, awarded Presidential Medal of Freedom by the United States. http://sydney.usconsulate.gov/irc/us-oz/2006/11/15/pm1.html

My sense is that some people who think the solution lies in the speediest exit possible from Iraq might be surprised at what emerges. We need, in my view, to remember what is at stake here, not only for Iraq and the Middle East, but also for American power and American prestige in the world. We also need to remember that good friends stick by each other in the difficult as well as the good times. A precipitate coalition withdrawal that leaves Iraq at the mercy of the terrorists would do enormous damage to the reputation, the prestige and the influence of the United States. Nobody should pretend otherwise and all the talk about new directions and tactical shifts cannot disguise this fact. If the coalition leaves Iraq in circumstances seen as defeat, the ramifications of that throughout the Middle East will be enormous. It will embolden the terrorists and extremists not only there, but also in our own region, especially in neighbouring Indonesia. By all means let us talk to countries such as Syria and Iran, but let us do so with a realistic mindset about the motivation and the behaviour of those countries. Far more importantly my friends and not withstanding the difficulties and the setbacks of recent times, let us again intensify our efforts towards a sustainable and just solution to the Palestinian issue. Wherever one goes in the Muslim world and whenever one talks to moderate Islamic leaders such as Yudhoyono and Musharraf who are so vital to the struggle against Islamic extremism, there is a legitimate desire for a lasting settlement to this issue. Any settlement must of course be fundamentally based on a secure Israel behind internationally accepted borders and free at last from the constant harassment that it has endured for decades. Second, it must establish a viable and independent state for the Palestinian people. But above all of this, let us remember where Australia's long term national interest lies. A weaker America, a withdrawn America, would significantly change the power dynamics in our own region to the detriment of Australia. A strong and engaged America is essential to dealing with all our regional security challenges, not least the nuclear brinkmanship of North Korea. In a recent speech I listed the basic goals of Australian foreign policy that have remained remarkably stable and effective in our relatively short history as a nation state. Beyond the primary one of territorial integrity, the first goal I identified was a global power balance, favourable to Australia and our allies. This is not rhetoric, it is at the core of Australia's national interests. For all its faults and flaws, America remains a powerful and irreplaceable force for good in the world, and for the way of life and values that we all hold so dear. What happens to American power and prestige in the 21st century is not some abstract topic that we can all discuss over dinner or in a lecture hall as if it has no bearing on Australia's political and economic future, and especially on our national security. Equally, while anti Americanism seemingly finds a ready outlet in every age, we should not pretend for a moment that it is cost free. For some, a bit of armchair anti Americanism may be nothing more than a mild indulgence, but let me say to those who so indulge themselves something I said in Chicago earlier this year, be careful what you wish for.We should never forget that no more powerful nation than the United States has emerged in mankind's history extolling the universal values of personal liberty and political democracy. Tonight is dedicated to those aspirations and those values. The bonds between our two countries are deep, they are genuine and in so many personal instances, totally spontaneous. We have a great shared history but we must continue as Dr Johnson exhorted us to do, to keep our friendship in good repair. Tonight the Australian American Association honours a man in Rupert Murdoch who has done great things and great deeds to keep that friendship in good repair and in the establishment of the study centre at Sydney University we will be able to make a further and lasting contribution to a full and proper understanding of that great country the United States and in the process reinforce those bonds and that friendship which is so very important to all of us.
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Pullout of US forces from Iraq sparks conflicts and loss of dominant US image

Riminton ‘07

CNN Correspondent and Wayne Drash is the producer of CNN.com in Atlanta, Hugh Riminton is a multiple award-winning journalist, news anchor and foreign correspondent who has reported from dozens of countries over the last 20 years, he has a masters degree from Macquarie University.)

http://www.cnn.com/2007/WORLD/meast/05/02/iraq.scenarios/

(CNN) -- Pulling U.S. forces from Iraq could trigger catastrophe, CNN analysts and other observers warn, affecting not just Iraq but its neighbors in the Middle East, with far-reaching global implications. Sectarian violence could erupt on a scale never seen before in Iraq if coalition troops leave before Iraq's security forces are ready. Supporters of al Qaeda could develop an international hub of terror from which to threaten the West. And the likely civil war could draw countries like Turkey, Saudi Arabia and Iran into a broader conflict. President Bush vetoed a war spending bill Tuesday precisely because the Democrat-led Congress required the first U.S. combat troops to be withdrawn by October 1 with a goal of a complete pullout six months later. Bush said such a deadline would be irresponsible and both sides are now working on new proposals -- which may have no pullout dates. A rapid withdrawal of all U.S. troops would hurt America's image and hand al Qaeda and other terror groups a propaganda victory that the United States is only a "paper tiger," CNN terrorism analyst Peter Bergen said. "It would also play into their strategy, which is to create a mini-state somewhere in the Middle East where they can reorganize along the lines of what they did in Afghanistan in the late '90s," Bergen told CNN.com. It was in Afghanistan where Osama bin Laden and al Qaeda allied with the Taliban, and were allowed to run terror bases and plan the September 11, 2001 attacks against the United States. Bergen says it is imperative that the United States not let that happen in Iraq. "What we must prevent is central/western Iraq [from] becoming a Sunni militant state that threatens our interests directly as an international terror hub," he said. Don Shepperd, a retired Air Force major-general and military analyst for CNN, agreed that Sunni Muslim fighters who support al Qaeda would seek an enclave inside a lawless Iraq likely riven along sectarian lines into Shiite, Sunni and Kurdish regions. There would be "increasing attempts by terrorists to establish a training sanctuary in Iraq," Shepperd said. That's one of the reasons why a fast withdrawal will not happen, whatever the politicians say, the analysts predict. "Everyone wants the troops home -- the Iraqis, the U.S., the world -- but no one wants a precipitous withdrawal that produces a civil war, a bloodbath, nor a wider war in an unstable Mideast," Shepperd said, adding that the image of the United States was important too."And we do not want a U.S that is perceived as having been badly defeated in the global war on terror or as an unreliable future ally or coalition partner." Shepperd, a veteran fighter pilot of the Vietnam War, has served as a CNN analyst of the Iraq war since it began. Bergen was one of the first Western journalists to ever meet with bin Laden, and is considered a leading authority on al Qaeda.
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Iraq withdrawal would cause loss of our military hegemony and prestige

Hossein-zadeh ‘07

Ismael, 1-12-07, “Why the US Is Not Leaving Iraq: The Booming Business of War Profiteers,”  After completing his graduate work at the New School for Social Research in New York City (1988), he joined Drake University faculty where he has been teaching classes in political economy, comparative economic systems, international economics, history of economic thought and development economics. His published work covers significant topics such as financial instability, economic crises and restructuring policies, currency-trade relations, globalization and labor, international/sovereign debt, determinants of presidential economic policies, economics of war and military spending, roots of conflict between the Muslim world and the West, long waves of economic expansion and decline, and the Soviet model of non-capitalist development. He recently completed a book project on the forces of war and militarism in the United States, which is titled The Political Economy of U.S. Militarism (Palgrave-Macmillan)) http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=4423
Perhaps the shortest path to a relatively satisfactory answer would be to follow the money trail. The fact of matter is that not everyone is losing in Iraq. Indeed, while the Bush administration’s wars of choice have brought unnecessary death, destruction, and disaster to millions, including many from the Unites States, they have also brought fortunes and prosperity to war profiteers. At the heart of the reluctance to withdraw from Iraq lies the profiteers’ unwillingness to give up further fortunes and spoils of war. Pentagon contractors constitute the overwhelming majority of these profiteers. They include not only the giant manufacturing contractors such as Lockheed Martin, Northrop Grumman and Boeing, but also a complex maze of over 100,000 service contractors and sub-contractors such as private army or security corporations and "reconstruction" firms.[1] These contractors of both deconstruction and "reconstruction," whose profits come mainly from the US treasury, have handsomely profited from the Bush administration’s wars of choice. A time-honored proverb maintains that wars abroad are often continuations of wars at home. Accordingly, recent US wars abroad seem to be largely reflections of domestic fights over national resources, or public finance: opponents of social spending are using the escalating Pentagon budget (in combination with drastic tax cuts for the wealthy) as a cynical and roundabout way of redistributing national income in favor of the wealthy. As this combination of increasing military spending and decreasing tax liabilities of the wealthy creates wide gaps in the Federal budget, it then justifies the slashing of non-military public spending—a subtle and insidious policy of reversing the New Deal reforms, a policy that, incidentally, started under President Ronald Reagan. Meanwhile, the American people are sidetracked into a debate over the grim consequences of a "pre-mature" withdrawal of US troops from Iraq: further deterioration of the raging civil war, the unraveling of the "fledgling democracy," the resultant serious blow to the power and prestige of the United States, and the like. Such concerns are secondary to the booming business of war profiteers and, more generally, to the lure or the prospects of controlling Iraq’s politics and economics. Powerful beneficiaries of war dividends, who are often indistinguishable from the policy makers who pushed for the invasion of Iraq, have been pocketing hundreds of billions of dollars by virtue of war. More than anything else, it is the pursuit and the safeguarding of those plentiful spoils of war that are keeping US troops in Iraq.
Link – Iraq

Iraq withdrawal would severely damage U.S. credibility and global influence

Tunç, 08

8-27, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Hakan Tunç teaches Political Science at Carleton University, Canada. Currently, he is involved in various research projects about U.S. foreign policy toward terrorism, the Iraq war, and Afghanistan. His recent publications include journal articles in Contemporary Security Policy, INROADS: The Canadian Journal of Opinion, Foreign Policy (Turkish edition) and a book entitled America's War in Iraq (in Turkish). http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B6W5V-4T9JWKM-2&_user=961290&_coverDate=12/31/2008&_rdoc=1&_fmt=high&_orig=search&_sort=d&_docanchor=&view=c&_acct=C000049422&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=961290&md5=37f88df8b36fb22487e3024478fe0789

Last year, the editors of The Economist magazine asserted that “the most important question that now confronts American foreign-policymakers: beyond the question of whether it was right to invade Iraq, what are the likely consequences of getting out now?”1 So far, attention has focused on the strategic and security consequences of a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq, including the possibilities of a decline of American influence in the Middle East, a wider regional war, and an increased terrorist threat as Al Qaeda fills the vacuum left by the Americans.2 For those who oppose a rapid U.S. withdrawal from Iraq, including members of the Bush administration, however, among the most feared consequences is damage to America's reputation. According to this argument, a quick exit from Iraq would be a major blow to U.S. credibility. The forces of radical Islam would tout a U.S. pullout as a victory, declaring that the United States did not have the resolve to endure the battle. A U.S. withdrawal would thus encourage jihadists to foment unrest against other governments they oppose and against other U.S. interventions, such as in Afghanistan. President Bush has repeatedly noted that “Extremists of all strains would be emboldened by the knowledge that they forced America to retreat.”3 A number of observers have driven the same point home.4 This article argues that the proponents of the reputational argument make a strong case against a premature and hasty withdrawal of U.S. forces from Iraq. The argument is forceful in the sense that it can invoke pronouncements by the radical Islamists themselves, which unmistakably call into question the United States's resoluteness. These pronouncements point to America's past withdrawals from theaters of war and declare Iraq to be the central front, raising the reputational stake of a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq considerably. The potency of the reputational argument regarding Iraq is also clear when compared to the formulations of similar arguments about U.S. reputation in the past, especially the Vietnam War. In contrast to the current struggle in Iraq, advocates of the reputational argument (“credibility”) as applied to Vietnam were unable to employ their adversaries’ rhetoric to substantiate their claim that a U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam would change the latter's perception about America's resolve. The importance of the reputational argument regarding U.S. policy towards Iraq should not be underestimated. Any discussion of a U.S. withdrawal which focuses solely on the strategic, humanitarian, and/or financial consequences of a continued U.S. presence in Iraq would be incomplete. What does “U.S. withdrawal” mean in the context of the Iraq War? I would argue that the term means abandoning America's major combat role in Iraq and such a quick departure of U.S. troops from Iraq that the United States will not have achieved its core military objectives of pacification and stability in the country.

Link – Iraq – Signal/Resolve

Iraq withdrawal would be perceived as US weakness and a loss of hegemonic reputation

Tunç, 08
8-27, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Hakan Tunç teaches Political Science at Carleton University, Canada. Currently, he is involved in various research projects about U.S. foreign policy toward terrorism, the Iraq war, and Afghanistan. His recent publications include journal articles in Contemporary Security Policy, INROADS: The Canadian Journal of Opinion, Foreign Policy (Turkish edition) and a book entitled America's War in Iraq (in Turkish). http://www.sciencedirect.com/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B6W5V-4T9JWKM-2&_user=961290&_coverDate=12/31/2008&_rdoc=1&_fmt=high&_orig=search&_sort=d&_docanchor=&view=c&_acct=C000049422&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=961290&md5=37f88df8b36fb22487e3024478fe0789

The Prominence of Reputation in the U.S. Foreign Policy Tradition Reputation can be defined as a judgment about an actor's past behavior and character that is used to predict future behavior. In international politics, a major component of building or maintaining a country's reputation involves resolve.5 Policy makers may believe that a lack of resolve in one military confrontation will be seen as an indication of general weakness.6 According to Shiping Tang, this concern frequently amounts to “a cult of reputation” among foreign policy makers, which he defines as “a belief system holding as its central premise a conviction (or fear) that backing down in a crisis will lead one's adversaries or allies to underestimate one's resolve in the next crisis.”7 Of particular importance to the cult of reputation is concern about the consequences of withdrawal from a theater of war. The major dictate of the cult of reputation is that a country should stand firm and refuse to withdraw from a theater of war. The underlying belief is that a withdrawal would inflict a severe blow to a country's reputation and thus “embolden” the adversaries by boosting commitment and recruitment to their cause.8 Since the end of World War II, a cult of reputation has evolved among certain American policy makers who maintain that being a global power means being able to convey the image of strength and resolve.9According to this perspective, a reputation for firmness and resoluteness deters adversaries and reassures allies about U.S. commitments. Conversely, being perceived as weak and irresolute encourages adversaries to be more aggressive and results in allies being less supportive. This logic has had two general consequences for America's use of force abroad: First, exhibiting resolve has been deemed necessary even in small and distant countries. This is because the mere perception of power generates tangible power, thereby reducing the need to use actual physical force against every adversary.10 In the 1950s and 1960s, this logic translated into military interventions in several places, notably in Korea and Vietnam, countries whose strategic value to the United States appeared questionable to some.11 Second, reputational concerns made it difficult for the United States to withdraw from a theater of war. The Vietnam War is the most prominent case, although the logic was also evident during the Korean conflict in the early 1950s.12 As is well-documented by historians, both the Lyndon Johnson and Richard Nixon administrations took reputation seriously and argued that leaving Vietnam without an “honorable” exit would seriously hurt U.S. credibility in the eyes of allies and adversaries alike. For both Johnson and Nixon, an “honorable” exit meant creating an autonomous South Vietnam (much like independent, anti-communist South Korea after the Korean war) that was recognized by all parties involved in the conflict, particularly by the North Vietnamese government. Such an outcome would vindicate U.S. sacrifices.13 Reputational Argument: A Comparison Between Vietnam and Iraq The impact of the reputational argument on the debate concerning the withdrawal of U.S. forces from a theater of war depends on two interrelated factors: its internal logic and evidential support. It may be logical to argue that a perception of U.S. weakness emboldens adversaries, but if such logic is not supported by evidence, the reputational argument will not persuade politicians or the public. Evidence, however, can only be indirect and elicited from adversaries’ pronouncements. Since reputation is intangible and difficult to measure, it is impossible to know the extent to which an adversary is motivated by perceptions about a U.S. lack of resolve.14 During the Vietnam War, U.S. policymakers’ reputational concerns were not supported by evidence. While both the Johnson and Nixon administrations argued that a precipitous withdrawal from Vietnam would cause a loss of U.S. credibility, thereby undermining America's ability to battle communism in the Cold War, there is no evidence that U.S. allies or adversaries believed this to be the case. U.S. allies did not believe that Vietnam was a test case of American reliability and the credibility argument of the Nixon administration was simply incomprehensible to them. For instance, no evidence supports Kissinger's claim that a U.S. withdrawal in 1969 “would have shaken confidence in the United States in Asia, particularly Japan.”15Similarly, no evidence indicates that America's NATO allies saw a quick withdrawal from Vietnam as an abdication of its responsibilities. In fact, the French and German governments wanted the United States to leave Vietnam as quickly as possible, mainly because the war had shifted U.S. attention and resources away from Western Europe.16 The claim that a U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam would embolden the Soviet Union and China also lacks evidence. Neither the Soviet Union nor China ever implied, publicly or privately, that a U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam would change their perceptions about America's resolve to endure a military conflict. Evidence from the Soviet archives following the Cold War confirmed that Moscow did not infer anything about America's likely behavior in Europe based on how it had behaved in more peripheral regions.17 This lack of evidence seriously undermined the reputational argument in Congress and the U.S. public during the later phase of the Vietnam war. Ultimately, “Only a limited minority of the country shared Nixon's and Kissinger's fears that allowing peace with honor to dissolve would have any significant impact on America's long-term international influence and power.”18 Even Kissinger relinquished his emphasis on credibility by 1972. As a recent biographer argues, by 1972, Kissinger “was not searching for a peace with honor but an exit strategy and a decent interval before South Vietnam's political future was determined.”19 Unlike the Vietnam War, the reputational argument over Iraq identifies not only adversaries but also allies as intended audiences for U.S. reputational concerns. According to Frederick Kagan, a prominent advocate of the reputational argument, a premature U.S. withdrawal from Iraq would “cement our reputation as untrustworthy [among allies]. We will lose this generation not only in Iraq, but throughout the Middle East.”20For Brent Scowcroft, the former National Security Advisor of President George H.W. Bush, a premature U.S. withdrawal from Iraq would create “the perception, worldwide,… that the American colossus had stumbled, was losing its resolve and could no longer be considered a reliable ally or friend — or the guarantor of peace and stability in this critical region [the Middle East].”21 Like the allegations about ally behavior during the Vietnam War, these arguments fail to provide supporting evidence. So far, no government allied with the United States in the Middle East or elsewhere has given any indication that it would indeed lose its confidence in Washington if the United States were to withdraw from Iraq. While the reputational argument is weak concerning allied perceptions about a U.S. exit from Iraq, it is much stronger when applied to the adversary's perceptions. Hence, adherents of reputational argument put much stronger emphasis on the latter. This is for a reason. In contrast to the Vietnam War, the proponents of the  reputational argument can capitalize on the adversary's rhetoric to advance their thesis. As is well known, Osama bin Laden and his deputy Ayman Zawahiri have repeatedly questioned American military resolve and have depicted America as a “paper tiger” and a “weak horse” that cannot endure a protracted military conflict.  Al Qaeda's leadership, as well as most militants of radical Islam, believe that America lacks resolve due to its decadence, materialism, and life-loving character, all of which weaken the fighting spirit of American troops and enhance the casualty aversion of American society. America's military technology cannot defeat Muslim fighters who are motivated by religious faith and willing (not to mention, eager) to die in battle. The U.S. withdrawals from Beirut in 1983, Somalia in 1993 and Yemen following the bombing of USS Cole in 2001 are held up as evidence of America's lack of military resolve. In each of these cases, after sustaining only a few casualties, the United States withdrew from the theater of war.22 The perception that the United States lacks resolve is not restricted to bin Laden and Zawahiri, but is a common theme among jihadists.23 What is unprecedented about these proclamations is that for the first time in history, a main foe of the United States has made a judgment about America's character and drawn conclusions about American resolve based on dispositional attributes. No other enemy of the United States has so blatantly, persistently, and publicly emphasized U.S. irresoluteness in fighting wars. During the Cold War, even though many American policymakers made assumptions about their country's reputation and credibility, the Soviet Union never seriously questioned U.S. resolve in dispositional terms. As one historian observed, “In retrospect, it is apparent that American concern for resolve, in theory and practice, bordered on the neurotic.”24 It is not surprising, then, that depicting the United States as weak and irresolute has become crucial evidence for those opposing Iraq withdrawal on reputational grounds. The argument's proponents repeatedly point out that a quick withdrawal from Iraq would confirm bin Laden's claim about U.S. irresolution. For President Bush, if the United States abandons Iraq, “the terrorists would be emboldened, and use their victory to gain new recruits.”25 Vice President Cheney asserted that “absolutely the worst possible thing we could do at this point would be to validate and encourage the terrorists by doing exactly what they want us to do, which is to leave [Iraq].”26 According to a former aide in the Bush White House, the claim that America is a “‘weak horse’ that runs when bloodied ‘will be right’ if the United States does not bring a decent outcome in Iraq.”27 A widely-read conservative observer notes that “To drive the United States out of Iraq would be a huge victory for the terrorists, attracting both recruits and support from around the world.”28
Link – East Asia (Japan/Korea)

Disengagement from East Asia shifts strategy toward accommodating our global rivals, specifically China, rather than containing them

Kagan ‘10

Robert Kagan is a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Transatlantic Fellow at the German Marshall Fund, and author of The Return of History and the End of Dreams, “Obama's Year One: Contra,” World Affairs, January/February 2010, http://www.worldaffairsjournal.org/articles/2010-JanFeb/full-Kagan-JF-2010.html

As Clinton’s term ended, American foreign policy rested on the same three pillars as in the days of Truman and Acheson: the primacy of America, now cast as the “indispensable nation”; an expanding alliance of democratic nations; and an open economic order operating in line with the “Washington consensus.” Obama and his foreign policy team have apparently rejected two of the main pillars of this post–World War II strategy. Instead of attempting to perpetuate American primacy, they are seeking to manage what they regard as America’s unavoidable decline relative to other great powers. They see themselves as the architects of the “post-American” world. Although they will not say so publicly, in private they are fairly open about their policy of managed decline. In dealings with China, especially, administration officials believe they are playing from a hopelessly weak hand. Instead of trying to reverse the decline of American power, however, they are reorienting American foreign policy to adjust to it. The new strategy requires, in their view, accommodating the world’s rising powers, principally China and Russia, rather than attempting to contain the ambitions of those powers. Their accommodation consists in granting China and Russia what rising powers always want: greater respect for their political systems at home and greater hegemony within their respective regions. This accommodation in turn has required a certain distancing from the post–World War II allies. Increasing cooperation with the two great powers would be difficult if not impossible if the United States remained committed to the old alliances which were, after all, originally designed to contain them—NATO in the case of Russia, and, in the case of China, the bilateral alliances with Japan, Australia, South Korea, the Philippines, and the new strategic partnership with India. Despite paying lip service to “multilateralism,” the Obama administration does not intend to build its foreign policy around these alliances, which some officials regard as relics of the Cold War. The administration seeks instead to create a new “international architecture” with a global consortium of powers—the G-20 world.

Link – Japan – Okinawa

Withdraw from Okinawa means the US loses its key strategic anchor in the Pacific which spills-over, destroying our ability to power project around the world

Auslin ‘10

Michael Auslin is a resident scholar at AEI, April 2, 2010, “Three Strikes against U.S. Global Presence,” American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, http://www.aei.org/article/101869

Decisions by the governments of Japan and Great Britain and the passage of the bankrupting health care bill in the US spell the coming end of America's overseas basing and ability to project power. Should these trends continue, the US military will lose its European and Asian strategic anchors, hastening America's eventual withdrawal from its global commitments and leaving the world a far more uncertain and unstable place. The first strike comes from Asia. For the past six months, the new government of Japan has sought to revise a 2006 agreement to relocate a Marine Corps Air Station from one part of Okinawa to a less populated area. The upshot of these three trends will likely be a series of decisions to slowly, but irrevocably reduce America's overseas global military presence and limit our capacity to uphold peace and intervene around the globe.  Though the agreement was reached only after a decade of intense negotiations and with Democratic and Republican Administrations alike, Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's government has instead suggested numerous alternative sites for the base, most of which were rejected during the previous negotiations and none of which would allow the same type of training and operations necessary for the Marine Corps' air wing.  Now, American officials are privately wondering whether the ruling Democratic Party of Japan wants to allow the US the same level of access to bases in Japan, without which America would be incapable of providing regional security guarantees and serving as a force for stability in Asia amidst the growth of China's military capacity and North Korea's continuing nuclear developments. Indeed, the former head of the Democratic Party of Japan has publicly mused whether the US 7th Fleet is sufficient for alliance purposes, thus raising the specter of the withdrawal of US Marines and Air Force from Japan.

A2: Afghanistan/Iraq Presence Kills Heg

Strategic problems in (Afghanistan/Iraq) are not reasons that US shouldn’t act like a hegemon in the region – the US is still the only force to enforce stability

Gray ‘09

Colin S. Gray, Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, “AFTER IRAQ: THE SEARCH FOR A SUSTAINABLE NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY,” January 2009, Strategic Studies Institute, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB902.pdf

The long list of U.S. problems in Afghanistan and Iraq should not be misinterpreted. It would be a mistake to conclude that: (1) the United States should cease to act hegemonically; (2) U.S. values (i.e., culture) are flawed, for Americans and some others; (3) the U.S. armed forces have been demonstrably incompetent. A more sensible interpretation of events would be the following: (1) the United States is the only candidate for contemporary hegemon, and world order needs a hegemon willing and able to serve as world policeman, even one that makes some policy errors9; (2) in major respects U.S. culture is highly attractive, which is fortunate since it is not easily alterable, but it does need to be advertised and applied with care and restraint abroad; (3) Americans have become very competent at warfighting, but that prowess has not extended across the whole of the conflict spectrum. In common with all great powers in the past, the United States has to learn to cope with occasional policy failure. Failure through human error or sheer incompetence, friction, and bad luck should not be mistaken for precipitate decline. Too many commentators today are proclaiming the end of American hegemony. It is true that there are visible trends hostile to U.S. hegemony, the well-announced “rise of “ China and India, and one day, just possibly, the EU/Europe, and even a long-delayed Japan and Brazil. But for the time being and for many years to come, the United States will be the hegemon. This is to say that it will be the global leader, certainly the most important player, in any matter of grave significance for international security. This will be what one might call a default reality. It is, and will be, a consequence of conscious American choice and effort. Also, U.S. leadership, notwithstanding the exception of its behavior towards Iraq, will rest upon a base provided by broad global consent, albeit not always of an enthusiastic kind. 

A2: Afghanistan/Iraq Presence Kills Heg

Current failure in (Afghanistan/Iraq) do not demonstrate a failure in US hegemony, and even if we fail, there is still no alternative to US hegemony

Gray ‘09

Colin S. Gray, Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, “AFTER IRAQ: THE SEARCH FOR A SUSTAINABLE NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY,” January 2009, Strategic Studies Institute, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB902.pdf

Afghanistan and Iraq in the 2000s do not demonstrate the folly of American global hegemony, or even the lack of wisdom in a forward strategy for global security. Instead, these protracted episodes show yet again what all of history can tell us. Specifically, policy and strategy errors can be punished severely. Policymakers and generals make mistakes, in common with the rest of us. The test of their fitness for responsibility is their ability to learn from error and adapt.92 America’s mistakes in Afghanistan and Iraq have been of kinds endemic to major military interventions in foreign societies through the ages. Unfortunately, many of those among us who currently are hostile to the U.S. mission in Iraq, appeal to nonexistent alternatives for the U.S. role in the world. Even if one were certain that U.S. policy on Iraq has been marked by a series of mistakes, it would not justify a violent swing in national policy. There is no promising alternative global security system, just waiting to kick in once Washington abandons its recent unilateralist tendency.

***IMPACTS***

Heg Good – Generic
US withdrawal and hegemonic decline causes aggressive expansionism by other powers, rampant proliferation, and the eruption of every global hotspot culminating in a global nuclear war

Khalilzad 95
Zalmay, director of the Strategy and Doctrine Program at RAND & former US Ambassador to Afghanistan, "Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War," Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995, lexis

What might happen to the world if the United States turned inward? Without the United States and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), rather than cooperating with each other, the West European nations might compete with each other for domination of East-Central Europe and the Middle East. In Western and Central Europe, Germany -- especially since unification -- would be the natural leading power. Either in cooperation or competition with Russia, Germany might seek influence over the territories located between them. German efforts are likely to be aimed at filling the vacuum, stabilizing the region, and precluding its domination by rival powers. Britain and France fear such a development. Given the strength of democracy in Germany and its preoccupation with absorbing the former East Germany, European concerns about Germany appear exaggerated. But it would be a mistake to assume that U.S. withdrawal could not, in the long run, result in the renationalization of Germany's security policy. The same is also true of Japan. Given a U.S. withdrawal from the world, Japan would have to look after its own security and build up its military capabilities. China, Korea, and the nations of Southeast Asia already fear Japanese hegemony. Without U.S. protection, Japan is likely to increase its military capability dramatically -- to balance the growing Chinese forces and still-significant Russian forces. This could result in arms races, including the possible acquisition by Japan of nuclear weapons. Given Japanese technological prowess, to say nothing of the plutonium stockpile Japan has acquired in the development of its nuclear power industry, it could obviously become a nuclear weapon state relatively quickly, if it should so decide. It could also build long-range missiles and carrier task forces. With the shifting balance of power among Japan, China, Russia, and potential new regional powers such as India, Indonesia, and a united Korea could come significant risks of preventive or proeruptive war. Similarly, European competition for regional dominance could lead to major wars in Europe or East Asia. If the United States stayed out of such a war -- an unlikely prospect -- Europe or East Asia could become dominated by a hostile power. Such a development would threaten U.S. interests. A power that achieved such dominance would seek to exclude the United States from the area and threaten its interests-economic and political -- in the region. Besides, with the domination of Europe or East Asia, such a power might seek global hegemony and the United States would face another global Cold War and the risk of a world war even more catastrophic than the last. In the Persian Gulf, U.S. withdrawal is likely to lead to an intensified struggle for regional domination. 9 Hegemony over the Persian Gulf by either Iran or Iraq would bring the rest of the Arab Middle East under its influence and domination because of the shift in the balance of power. Israeli security problems would multiply and the peace process would be fundamentally undermined, increasing the risk of war between the Arabs and the Israelis.<continued…> The extension of instability, conflict, and hostile hegemony in East Asia, Europe, and the Persian Gulf would harm the economy of the United States even in the unlikely event that it was able to avoid involvement in major wars and conflicts. Higher oil prices would reduce the U.S. standard of living. Turmoil in Asia and Europe would force major economic readjustment in the United States, perhaps reducing U.S. exports and imports and jeopardizing U.S. investments in these regions. Given that total imports and exports are equal to a quarter of U.S. gross domestic product, the cost of necessary adjustments might be high. The higher level of turmoil in the world would also increase the likelihood of the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and means for their delivery. Already several rogue states such as North Korea and Iran are seeking nuclear weapons and long-range missiles. That danger would only increase if the United States withdrew from the world. The result would be a much more dangerous world in which many states possessed WMD capabilities; the likelihood of their actual use would increase accordingly. If this happened, the security of every nation in the world, including the United States, would be harmed. Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
Heg Good – Generic
The Hegemonic Stability Theory explains how U.S. hegemony prevents other countries from emerging as hostile powers

Lind ‘09

Michael Lind, Policy Director of the Economic Growth Program at the New America Foundation, 2009, published a number of books on U.S. history, political economy, foreign policy and politics, “The end of the Pax Americana?” http://www.salon.com/news/opinion/feature/2009/09/29/obama_pax_americana/index.html, Sep 29, 2009

Needless to say, this is an extremely pessimistic, if self-serving, view of the world -- only American might and intervention everywhere keep the world from going to hell again the way it did in the 1930s. The hegemonic stability theory suggests that in the interests of global peace and prosperity the U.S. must permanently contain all other great powers, directly or indirectly. By means of bases in Germany, the U.S. prevents Germany from reemerging as a hostile power, even as it contains Russia. By means of bases in Japan, the U.S. prevents Japan from reemerging as a hostile power, even as it contains China. And now by means of bases in Iraq, the U.S. prevents Iraq from reemerging as a hostile power, even as it contains Iran.
Hegemony allows for cooperation between countries. 

Brooks ‘10

David Brooks, American political and cultural commentator, 2010, served as an editorial writer and film reviewer for the Washington Times, a reporter and later op-ed editor for The Wall Street Journal, “Realism and the US Hegemony,” http://www.allvoices.com/contributed-news/5037238-realism-and-the-us-hegemony, January 14, 2010

The international system has no police enforcer and is anarchic in nature. In a violent system, such as the international system, a single power is likely to emerge. Once that power is established and has the power to enforce laws and norms, and then mutual cooperation can start to occur. In economic realism there is no room for friendships among states, instead a state must be strictly concerned with their own well-being. Unfortunately, the international system is complicated and cannot be dealt with in straight power terms. It is the balance of realism and liberalist thought that has made the U.S. the most powerful state actor. When realism or liberalism hold control over a state as powerful as the U.S.; that is when instability occurs. WWII was one such occasion where realist thought gained too much strength within Japan, Germany and Italy, resulting in a world war. U.S. hegemony is not going away. The U.S. is in a position to fight wars on a global scale and to control economic activity worldwide. The future of U.S. power relies on U.S. determination to maintain that power. “America is therefore the land of the future, where, in the ages that lie before us, the burden of the World’s History shall reveal itself” (Hegel).

U.S. needs to be the world hegemon in order to keep order and enforce international law.

Brooks ‘10

David Brooks, American political and cultural commentator, 2010, served as an editorial writer and film reviewer for the Washington Times, a reporter and later op-ed editor for The Wall Street Journal, “Realism and the US Hegemony,” http://www.allvoices.com/contributed-news/5037238-realism-and-the-us-hegemony, January 14, 2010

Realist thought has become commonplace among the policy makers in the United States. One of the central thoughts that run parallel to realist thought is hegemonic stability theory. This theory asserts that for the international system to function properly there must be a hegemon. The hegemon must be able to create and enforce international law and norms, set precedent in technological and military prowess and be willing to assume the role of world power. The world system will suffer without a hegemon because international laws cannot be enforced, trade slows down and financial centers collapse. The United States has assumed the role of hegemon since the collapse of the Soviet Union, since then there has been unprecedented economic cooperation, growth and security. With rational policy makers and sound economic policy the United States will remain the hegemon for many more years. The U.S. has displayed the will and ability to be the world’s hegemon. China or the European Union are underdeveloped and lack national will to ascend to the role of hegemon. With a GDP of $13.62 trillion, the E.U. is ready to challenge the United States economically. Similarly, China has a GDP of $10 trillion, but most importantly maintains an annual growth rate around 9% (www.cia.gov). But, the U.S., with a GDP of $13.22 trillion and a growth rate around 3.4%, still is in the best position to lead the world for the next century.

Heg Good – Generic

Collapse in U.S. Hegemony could lead to instability and competition between world powers.

Layne ‘09

Christopher, professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University,  “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality? A Review Essay,” International Security, Volume 34, Number 1, Summer 2009, pp. 147-172, http://www.cato.org/people/christopher-layne
As Yogi Berra said, “Making predictions is hard—especially about the future.” Whether unipolarity and U.S. hegemony will end during the next two decades is a topic of contention. If they do, however, international politics could look very different—especially if the end of U.S. hegemony triggers deglobalization. In that case, liberal constraints against great power war could diminish, and the coming decades could be an era of rising nationalism and mercantilism, geopolitical instability, and great power competition.96 In other words, having enjoyed a long holiday from history under the Pax Americana, international politics could be headed back to the future.97 If that, indeed, is the direction we are headed, the United States will need to rethink its own world role and grand strategic posture.

Heg Good – Decline Bad
US Military decline leads to global wars, terrorism, and global economic collapse – a robust military is the key internal link to every hotspot – there is NO alternative to United States hegemony that solves, all regional hegemonies have failed to ensure stability

Yetiv ‘09
Steve Yetiv is a professor of political science at Old Dominion University, Christian Science Monitor, October 27, 2009, “An American decline would undermine global security,” lexis

Norfolk, Va. The great recession, mounting debt, military burdens, overconsumption. From New York to Beijing to Paris, there is talk, sometimes jubilant in tone, that the United States is on the decline. Some have even said that it's about time. The truth is, if the US declines, who else could take on the tremendous world role? No one. Rather than jeering, the rest of the world should consider just how much the US does, and step up support for it. The security of the world is at stake. The US has played a critical role in the Persian Gulf since Britain withdrew in 1971. Without a regional protector, regional crises would cause oil prices to spike, creating economic shocks around the world. Indeed, the most serious oil shocks have come when US capability in the region was weak (consider the 1973 Arab oil embargo, the 1979 Iranian revolution, the 1980 eruption of the Iran-Iraq war). Washington's role is also critical for Middle East peace. Israel is very strong, but a strain of its national psyche remains massively insecure. If Israel were to perceive American weakness, it would compensate by refusing to make serious concessions for peace. In Asia, Washington helps preempt a dangerous arms race. Understandably, the US wants Japan to fund more of its own costly defense. A weakening America would likely cause Japan to increase defense spending well beyond its norm of 1 percent of gross domestic product. That could trigger a runaway Asian arms race that hurts world security. The world also benefits from the US-led fight against terrorism, the invasion of Iraq aside. America leads the world in fighting terrorism in Afghanistan, Pakistan, and around the world. The US also works hard to fight nuclear proliferation. The United Nations Security Council does not want a nuclear-armed Iran. Nor do most countries in the region. If the Iran nuclear standoff ends peacefully, it will be in part because Iran fears sustained US-led pressure. US credibility and strength are crucial here, as they are in containing North Korea. Economically, Washington has promoted free trade. Since the 1947 Marshall Plan, America has run trade deficits and yielded economic benefits to others so as to bolster the global economy and stay trade wars – a critical role. Then there is the question of who will help ensure stability in the oil-rich Persian Gulf. Iran has claimed that it can protect the region, but many Arab countries and other nations don't trust it. And Arab countries have repeatedly failed to develop the military force to protect the region. Europeans currently lack the force projection and the will to do the job.

Heg Good – Try or Die

It is try or die for the negative – hegemony is the only way to solve global problems like disease, the environment, the global economy, and global wars – it is effective even if other countries backlash and balance against it

Gray ‘09

Colin S. Gray, Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, “AFTER IRAQ: THE SEARCH FOR A SUSTAINABLE NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY,” January 2009, Strategic Studies Institute, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB902.pdf

 “Hegemony-light” is a policy, not a strategy. The main reason why the United States should endeavor to remain the hegemon is the need to play the dominant role in the endless struggle to support and advance a world order broadly conducive to America’s vital interests and friendly to American values, insofar as that proves feasible. In common with the slippery concept of security, order has many dimensions, including the political, the financial-economic, the environmental-ecological, and the military-strategic. In addition, world and regional order can be upset by the consequences of health crises (HIV-AIDS, most obviously), as the Spanish Flu pandemic of 1918- 19 demonstrated.104 Also, adverse climate change, uncontrolled population growth in developing countries, and increasing resource shortages—of water, food, and energy—can and most probably will incite disorder in all major dimensions of global affairs. The United States will not be equally dominant in all aspects of global order, but its policy, strategy, and actual behavior will be either regnant or at least a major player in each of those dimensions. This is what it means to be hegemonic. The world needs leadership from some sufficient source. Although U.S. policy on global issues is often resisted, sometimes effectively, Americans nonetheless are able to help shape the global agenda and generally can exercise a potent influence on the world community’s actions. Washington frequently is annoyed and frustrated by the unwillingness of others to be led by U.S. policy choices. But Americans would be far more frustrated were they either to seek to abandon the hegemonic leadership role altogether, or to resign themselves to functioning within the straitjacket of near unanimous multilateral consent. Not much would be attempted, let alone achieved, on behalf of regional and global order. American hegemonic leadership does not mean American domination. America may be dominant, indeed it will need to be dominant in its ability to persuade, bribe, and, if necessary, coerce.

Heg Good – Laundry List

U.S. takes the hegemonic role to ensure economic, cooperation, growth, security, and terrorism.

Brooks ‘10

Brooks. Op-Ed column in The New York Times. 2010.  David Brooks. Realism and the US Hegemony. He has been a senior editor at The Weekly Standard, a contributing editor at Newsweek and the Atlantic Monthly, and he is currently a commentator on "The Newshour with Jim Lehrer." 2010 January 14. http://www.allvoices.com/contributed-news/5037238-realism-and-the-us-hegemony Accessed: 06/16/2010

Realist thought has become commonplace among the policy makers in the United States. One of the central thoughts that run parallel to realist thought is hegemonic stability theory. This theory asserts that for the international system to function properly there must be a hegemon. The hegemon must be able to create and enforce international law and norms, set precedent in technological and military prowess and be willing to assume the role of world power. The world system will suffer without a hegemon because international laws cannot be enforced, trade slows down and financial centers collapse. The United States has assumed the role of hegemon since the collapse of the Soviet Union, since then there has been unprecedented economic cooperation, growth and security. With rational policy makers and sound economic policy the United States will remain the hegemon for many more years. The U.S. has displayed the will and ability to be the world’s hegemon. China or the European Union are underdeveloped and lack national will to ascend to the role of hegemon. With a GDP of $13.62 trillion, the E.U. is ready to challenge the United States economically. Similarly, China has a GDP of $10 trillion, but most importantly maintains an annual growth rate around 9% (www.cia.gov). But, the U.S., with a GDP of $13.22 trillion and a growth rate around 3.4%, still is in the best position to lead the world for the next century. The policies prescribed here are intended to maintain future U.S. stability. There will be consequences the U.S. will feel if alliances are altered, however those consequences will be less severe now than compared with the future. The future power of the U.S. is influenced greatly by the current war against terrorism. “The United States of America is fighting a war against terrorists of global reach. The enemy is not a single political regime or person or religion or ideology. The enemy is terrorism— premeditated, politically motivated violence perpetrated against innocents” (N.S.S. of the U.S.A., Bush). The United States will continue to serve its role as world superpower, world police and enforcer; even though it is constantly threatened by many enemies. To combat these threats it is important for the U.S. military to remain technologically superior and adaptive to differing situations. Even if the U.S. has the best army in the world, it is useless unless the people want to use it.
Heg Good – Global Economy

Heg is key to economic prosperity

Layne and Schwarz ‘09

Christopher Layne and Benjamin Schwarz, Christopher Layne is a professor of government at Texas A&M and a consultant to the National Intelligence Council. Benjamin Schwarz is literary and national editor of the Atlantic, “Twilight of Pax Americana,” September 29, 2009, Los Angeles Times, http://articles.latimes.com/2009/sep/29/opinion/oe-schwarz29
Since 1945, the Pax Americana has made international economic interdependence and globalization possible. Whereas all states benefit absolutely in an open international economy, some states benefit more than others. In the normal course of world politics, the relative distribution of power, not the pursuit of absolute economic gains, is a country's principal concern, and this discourages economic interdependence. In their efforts to ensure a distribution of power in their favor and at the expense of their actual or potential rivals, states pursue autarkic policies -- those designed to maximize national self-sufficiency -- practicing capitalism only within their borders or among countries in a trading bloc. Thus a truly global economy is extraordinarily difficult to achieve. Historically, the only way to secure international integration and interdependence has been for a dominant power to guarantee the security of other states so that they need not pursue autarkic policies or form trading blocs to improve their relative positions. This suspension of international politics through hegemony has been the fundamental aim of U.S. foreign policy since the 1940s. The U.S. has assumed the responsibility for maintaining geopolitical stability in Europe, East Asia and the Persian Gulf, and for keeping open the lines of communication through which world trade moves. Since the Cold War's end, the U.S. has sought to preserve its hegemony by possessing a margin of military superiority so vast that it can keep any would-be great power pliant and protected.[image: image1.png]



Global Nuclear War

Mead ‘09
Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations (Walter Russell, “Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, 2/4/09, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2)
Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.

Heg Good – Ethnic Conflict
U.S. leadership and military involvement necessary to avert ethnic conflict. 

Warren ‘10

Tom D. Warren. Lieutenant in United States Army. 2010, February 23, 2010. ISAF and Afghanistan: The Impact of Failure on NATO’s Future. Strategy Research Project: http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA522047&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
Initial NATO transformation was slow and laborious. Shifting focus, policy, procurement, and training programs from a known 40-year threat to a new and ambiguous environment would take time. NATO needed a problem to solve to remind the doubters of its worth and to prove its resiliency. It got two, both in the 1990s: Bosnia and Kosovo. Bosnia was an ethno-political mess; not something America was eager to jump into. The United States had just completed Desert Storm, had a huge debt, largely wanted to enjoy the aforementioned “peace dividend,” and was reducing its military footprint in Europe.10 The dominant U.S. policy position was that the Europeans would have to solve it. But after three years and as the conflict turned to ethnic cleansing, pressure mounted. Although the United States did not want to get dragged into another Vietnam-like quagmire, it became evident that the Europeans would not be able to handle the issue alone. Further, this conflict showed that even with U.S. political support, NATO military operations were not going to happen without not only direct American involvement, but also American leadership.11 In the end, U.S. leadership and military involvement proved vital. The resulting Dayton Accords exposed just how vital the United States was to post-Cold War NATO.12 Kosovo showed similar problems for NATO. With the United Nations unable to reach agreement in the Security Council, the task again fell on NATO to solve. Even with political consensus in the North Atlantic Council concerning what had to be done, bureaucratic hurdles inhibited efficiency during execution. For example, basic conventional targeting of the enemy became, according to one observer, a comic exercise. Each target had to get the approval of every foreign nation involved prior to execution.13 This is hardly the way the most capable security alliance in the world is expected to perform.

Heg Good – Terrorism

Absence of military presence opens gateway for terrorist groups 

Tellis ‘07

Tellis. Senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, specializing in international security, defense, and Asian strategic issues. 2007. Previously commissioned into the Foreign Service and served as senior adviser to the ambassador at the U.S. Embassy in New Delhi. He served on the National Security Council staff as special assistant to the President and senior director for Strategic Planning and Southwest Asia. Tellis was senior policy analyst at the RAND Corporation and professor of Policy Analysis at the RAND Graduate School. Assessing America’s War On Terror: Confronting Insurgency, Cementing Primacy. The National Bereau of Asian Research, a nonprofit, nonpartisan organization devoted to bridging the policy, academic, and business communities with advanced policy-relevant research on Asia. http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/NBRAnalysis-Tellis_December2004.pdf
First, if the history of international politics is in fact an iterative sequence of struggles for hegemony in the world system,99 then terrorist groups as a class of sub-statal actors are likely to increase in prominence during what Colin Gray has called its “inter-war” periods.100 This is because the absence of hegemonic competition often results in an erosion of the discipline imposed by acute interstate rivalry, thus enabling otherwise peripheral entities to arise and make their presence felt in the international system. If the current historical epoch is in fact just another such interregnum between recurring hegemonic struggles, the presence of potent terrorist groups will have to be treated as a significant, even if only transient, factor in international political life—but one that may demand a forceful response on the part of the currently dominant state(s).101 Second, the rise of terrorist groups as sub-statal actors will become increasingly relevant as instruments of resistance to unipolarity. Standard neorealist theories of international politics starkly posit balancing as the automatic response to threatening asymmetries of power.102 These models, however, are too abstract and too imprecise to capture the complexity of international behaviors in practice, which vary tremendously depending on whether state or non-state actors are involved. Even in a universe where states alone are the units of action, the question of whether some entities will choose to balance as a response to asymmetric power will depend on the perceived differentials in relative capability, durability of relative power differences, availability of allies or other backup courses of action, length of decision horizons, and the character of hegemonic behavior.103 When faced with the prospect of robust U.S. hegemony today, balancing (both internal and external) may turn out to be neither feasible nor settled, at least for now. In such circumstances, strategies of resistance, which involve actions that seek to loosen, undercut, block, or raise the costs accruing to the exercise of American power, or strategies of engagement, which entail building cooperative ties in the hope of influencing how American power is exercised, become useful, albeit weaker, alternatives.104 For entities threatened by U.S. hegemony, or by its national surrogates, or by its larger political values, strategies of resistance must appear as an attractive course of action, with terrorism, whether state-sponsored or independent, likely to be viewed as an effective “strategic choice”105 for this purpose. The utility of terrorism in this context derives especially from its ability to levy potentially unacceptable harm on the superpower; acutely threaten its credibility with respect to population protection; reduce the imbalance of power between state and non-state insurgents; and preserve the latter’s deniability if required to escape punishment.106

Heg Good – Terrorism

Terrorism leads to extinction

Speice ‘06

Speice 06 JD Candidate @ College of William and Mary, Patrick F., Jr., “NEGLIGENCE AND NUCLEAR NONPROLIFERATION: ELIMINATING THE CURRENT LIABILITY BARRIER TO BILATERAL U.S.-RUSSIAN NONPROLIFERATION ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS,” William & Mary Law Review, February 2006, 47 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 1427]

Accordingly, there is a significant and ever-present risk that terrorists could acquire a nuclear device or fissile material from Russia as a result of the confluence of Russian economic decline and the end of stringent Soviet-era nuclear security measures. 39 Terrorist groups could acquire a nuclear weapon by a number of methods, including "steal[ing] one intact from the stockpile of a country possessing such weapons, or ... [being] sold or given one by [*1438] such a country, or [buying or stealing] one from another subnational group that had obtained it in one of these ways." 40 Equally threatening, however, is the risk that terrorists will steal or purchase fissile material and construct a nuclear device on their own. Very little material is necessary to construct a highly destructive nuclear weapon. 41 Although nuclear devices are extraordinarily complex, the technical barriers to constructing a workable weapon are not significant. 42 Moreover, the sheer number of methods that could be used to deliver a nuclear device into the United States makes it incredibly likely that terrorists could successfully employ a nuclear weapon once it was built. 43 Accordingly, supply-side controls that are aimed at preventing terrorists from acquiring nuclear material in the first place are the most effective means of countering the risk of nuclear terrorism. 44 Moreover, the end of the Cold War eliminated the rationale for maintaining a large military-industrial complex in Russia, and the nuclear cities were closed. 45 This resulted in at least 35,000 nuclear scientists becoming unemployed in an economy that was collapsing. 46 Although the economy has stabilized somewhat, there [*1439] are still at least 20,000 former scientists who are unemployed or underpaid and who are too young to retire, 47 raising the chilling prospect that these scientists will be tempted to sell their nuclear knowledge, or steal nuclear material to sell, to states or terrorist organizations with nuclear ambitions. 48 The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. 49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. 50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. 51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States [*1440] or its allies by hostile states, 52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons. 53

Heg Good – Terrorism /WMD

U.S. dominance required to defeat terrorism and WMD

Krepon 04

Krepon. Co-founder of the Henry L. Stimson Center. 2004. Michael Krepon worked at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, the US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency during the Carter administration, and in the US House of Representatives, received an MA from the School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University and a BA from Franklin & Marshall College. Is Dominance Enough? Countering Terrorism and WMD. Strimson: a nonprofit, nonpartisan institution devoted to enhancing international peace and security through a unique combination of rigorous analysis and outreach. 2004 November 14. 

The Bush administration has clearly and correctly defined the central security threat of our time as the nexus between terrorism and weapons of mass destruction. The administration has also been clear that U.S. dominance is essential to promote safety in a very dangerous world. U.S. dominance in the international system is a fact of life. It is not an unwanted gift to be returned. But is dominance enough? How shall superior U.S. military capabilities be applied to counter the deadly threats of terrorists who seek to acquire and use the deadliest, most indiscriminate weapons? Is the United States safer today as a result of the Bush administration’s methods? U.S. military strength is not the problem - it’s part of the solution. The problem lies in the limitations of U.S. power projection capabilities in tackling the dangers we now face, how military power has been misused, and how other instruments of U.S. leadership have been denigrated. If U.S. military power is used wisely, in conjunction with the other tools of American leadership, it can save lives, forge new partnerships, maintain old friendships, and help safeguard national, regional, and international security. Regrettably, the Bush administration has fallen far short of these goals. Our enemies have grown in number, while our friends have dwindled. Our armed forces have been placed in harm’s way without sufficient back-up, or effective plans to secure victory in combat. The homeland has not suffered another grievous attack since 9/11, and some steps have been taken to improve public safety. But as the 9/11 Commission has concluded, our fellow citizens are still far from safe1. As President George W. Bush wrote in his covering letter to the National Security Strategy of the United States of America, "To defeat this threat [of terrorism and WMD], we must make use of every tool in our arsenal - military power, better homeland defense, law enforcement, intelligence, and vigorous efforts to cut off terrorist financing." A companion strategy document, National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction, adds arms control, diplomacy, and multilateral agreements to this toolkit, but "counterproliferation" - the use of coercion and military instruments -- continues to be given pride of place. This is entirely in keeping with the Bush administration’s oft-repeated lack of confidence in diplomacy or multilateral treaties to prevent bad actors from acquiring deadly weapons. Thus, when President Bush’s pledged that, "We will not permit the world’s most dangerous regimes and terrorists to threaten us with the world’s most destructive weapons," he was referring indirectly, but unmistakably, to the use of force by means of preemptive strikes and preventive war.

Heg Good – Afghanistan/Pakistan Stability

Afghan and Paki peace settlement demands US leadership. 

Curtis ‘10

Curtis. Senior Research Fellow at the Heritage Foundation. 2010. Lisa Curtis. Need U.S. Leadership on Afghanistan-Pakistan Reconciliation. Heritage Foundation. June 19, 2010. http://blog.heritage.org/2010/06/19/need-for-u-s-leadership-on-afghanistan-pakistan-reconciliation/ 

A front-page story on Afghan-Pakistani relations in today’s Washington Post indicates that Afghanistan and Pakistan are discussing a peace settlement for Afghanistan. While a genuine thaw in relations between the two countries would be welcome, the idea that the U.S. would take a back seat in any effort to negotiate an end to the war in Afghanistan defies logic. The U.S. has not lost over 1,000 U.S. soldiers in battle and invested billions of U.S. dollars in Afghanistan only to allow Pakistan to re-install its violent proxies there. President Karzai is weaker than ever and any notion that he would be able to hold his own in negotiations with the Pakistani military does not stand up to scrutiny.  According to today’s Washington Post article (and other sources), the Pakistani military is offering to mediate a solution by bringing the deadly Jalaluddin Haqqani network into the negotiations.  (Reminder: Jalaluddin Haqqani’s forces in coordination with Pakistan’s intelligence serve (ISI) bombed the Indian Embassy in Kabul in July 2008, killing two senior Indian officials and over 50 Afghan civilians). Moreover, Pakistan’s “offer” to bring Haqqani into the negotiations comes at a time when the U.S. is pressing Pakistan to take on Haqqani’s forces in North Waziristan through military operations.  General David Petraeus in Congressional testimony this week told U.S. lawmakers that Pakistan’s military Chief General Kayani was recently informed by U.S. officials that Haqqani fighters were involved in a raid on the U.S. Bagram Airbase in mid-May.Obama administration policies are partially to blame for the Pakistani hubris of pushing for a political settlement in Afghanistan that favors their proxy and our enemy, Haqqani. The Obama administration’s lack of a clear policy on reconciliation also is contributing to Karzai’s flailing about on the issue. Karzai recently fired respected Afghan intelligence chief Amrullah Saleh over differences on the Taliban reconciliation issue.  Saleh said negotiations with the Taliban would “disgrace” Afghanistan. Senior administration officials (including Obama himself) have repeatedly said any reconciliation with the Taliban must be Afghan-led, and they have failed to assert a clear U.S. role and vision for this process. The Obama administration must be more forthright about what a political settlement in Afghanistan should involve and take a leadership role in the process. If the U.S. fails to take a more direct role in the reconciliation process, it risks squandering the entire situation in Afghanistan and allowing the country to return to domination by extremist forces friendly to those still intent on attacking the U.S. homeland.

Heg Good – Global Warming

United States a leader in combating global warming
Environmental America ‘09

Environment America. Environment America is a federation of state-based, citizen-funded environmental advocacy organizations. America on the Move: State Leadership in the Fight Against Global Warming and What it Means for the World. 2009 December 3. 

As world leaders prepare to meet in Copenhagen to develop a plan of action to combat global warming, all eyes are on the United States. As the world’s largest economy, the second-largest emitter of global warming pollution, and the nation responsible for more of the human-caused carbon dioxide pollution in the atmosphere than any other, the success of the Copenhagen negotiations – and the future of the planet – depend on American leadership. The United States has gained a reputation, exacerbated during the presidency of George W. Bush, of obstructionism in the fight against global warming. But, over the last decade, America’s state governments – where the bulk of on-the-ground energy policy decision-making is made in America’s federal system of government – have taken the nation on a different course, one of innovative and increasingly aggressive action to reduce global warming pollution. The impact of state-level actions to reduce global warming pollution is significant on a global scale. A review of dozens of individual state policies, federal policies based on state models, and new federal policies in which states will have key roles in implementation suggests that state actions will reduce carbon dioxide emissions by approximately 536 million metric tons by 2020. That is more global warming pollution than is currently emitted by all but eight of the world’s nations, and represents approximately 7 percent of U.S. global warming pollution in 2007. America’s clean energy revolution – led by the states – shows that the nation is ready to commit to the emission reductions science tells us are necessary to prevent the worst impacts of global warming. President Obama should build on these actions by working to forge a strong international agreement to address global warming during the Copenhagen talks. In America’s federal system of government, states matter. State governments have an important – often primary – role in setting environmental and energy policy in the United States. States have the power to limit carbon dioxide emissions, to regulate electric and natural gas utilities, to adopt standards for the energy performance of buildings and equipment, to regulate land use and transportation policy and, on a limited basis, to establish emission standards for vehicles. Over the past decade, states have begun to employ their power to reduce global warming pollution in a variety of ways. As “laboratories of democracy,” states have developed innovative policies to address global warming that have later been adopted by other states, or at the federal level. Six U.S. states, and one U.S. region, have adopted enforceable caps on global warming pollution. Six U.S. states – California, Connecticut, Hawaii, Massachusetts, Maryland and New Jersey – have adopted binding caps on global warming pollution from their states’ economies. Combined, these six states produce nearly a quarter of America’s economic output and 13 percent of its fossil fuel-related carbon dioxide emissions. If these six states were a separate country, they would rank as the world’s fifth-biggest economy and seventh-leading emitter of carbon dioxide. Collectively, these six states have committed to reducing global warming pollution by approximately 13 percent below 2005 levels by 2020. 
Warming causes extinction 

Tickell ‘08

Oliver, Climate Researcher, The Gaurdian, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange)

We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction. The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises o4f 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King, who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way. To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth. 

Heg Good – Proliferation

Without United States leadership, world inevitably proliferates

Biegun and Wolfsthal ‘07

Steve E. Biegun is a former secretary of the National Security Council. Prior to joining the White House staff, he served for 14 years as a foreign policy advisor to members of both the House of Representatives and the United States Senate. During this time, he held the position of chief of staff of the United States Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. Jon B. Wolfsthal

worked for the United States Department of Energy on a variety of nuclear security and nonproliferation programs and

served as the US government’s on-site monitor at North Korea’s Yongbyon nuclear facilities in 1995-1996. 

He served as the chairman of the nonproliferation advisory team for the 2004 Presidential Campaign of Senator John Kerry and as a nonproliferation advisor on the 1992 Campaign of then Governor Bill Clinton. A Full-Court Press Against Nuclear Anarchy. Bridging the Foreign Policy Divide. April 2007. 

There is a growing sense that the United States should do all it can to avoid a more proliferated world. Preventing the spread of nuclear weapons and nuclear production capabilities to new states and especially to terrorist groups is a common goal of all political stripes. Skepticism about whether such a world can be avoided also exists on all sides, but this skepticism should not be allowed to prevent the aggressive pursuit of policies that have the potential to reduce the nuclear threat—provided these do not undermine the ability of the United States to deal with such a world should it come to pass. While the value and relative importance of some of the tactics used to pursue nonproliferation goals have been in dispute, the underlying goal is the same: prevent, and when prevention is not possible, deter and prepare to defeat as needed. Just as it has in the past, the United States must be at the forefront of international efforts to reduce the supply and demand for nuclear weapons through a comprehensive effort. If the United States fails to provide such leadership, then the world is sure to be a more proliferated one. And even if the best US-led international efforts do falter or fail, then we must be in a position to protect our vital national interests in a more nuclear world.

Heg Good – Proliferation

Proliferation causes nuclear war –it uniquely increases the risk and magnitude of conflicts.   

Sokolski ‘09

Henry, Exec Director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center and serves on the US congressional Commission on the Prevention of Weapons of Mass Destruction Proliferation and Terrorism, “Avoiding a nuclear crowd,” Policy Review, June/July

AT A MINIMUM, such developments will be a departure from whatever stability existed during the Cold War. After World War II, there was a clear subordination of nations to one or another of the two superpowers' strong alliance systems — the U.S.-led free world and the Russian-Chinese led Communist Bloc. The net effect was relative peace with only small, nonindustrial wars. This alliance tension and system, however, no longer exist. Instead, we now have one superpower, the United States, that is capable of overthrowing small nations unilaterally with conventional arms alone, associated with a relatively weak alliance system (NATO) that includes two European nuclear powers (France and the UK). NATO is increasingly integrating its nuclear targeting policies. The U.S. also has retained its security allies in Asia (Japan, Australia, and South Korea) but has seen the emergence of an increasing number of nuclear or nuclearweapon- armed or -ready states. So far, the U.S. has tried to cope with independent nuclear powers by making them "strategic partners" (e.g., India and Russia), NATO nuclear allies (France and the UK), "non-NATO allies" (e.g., Israel and Pakistan), and strategic stakeholders (China); or by fudging if a nation actually has attained full nuclear status (e.g., Iran or North Korea, which, we insist, will either not get nuclear weapons or will give them up). In this world, every nuclear power center (our European nuclear NATO allies), the U.S., Russia, China, Israel, India, and Pakistan could have significant diplomatic security relations or ties with one another but none of these ties is viewed by Washington (and, one hopes, by no one else) as being as important as the ties between Washington and each of these nuclear-armed entities (see Figure 3). There are limits, however, to what this approach can accomplish. Such a weak alliance system, with its expanding set of loose affiliations, risks becoming analogous to the international system that failed to contain offensive actions prior to World War I. Unlike 1914, there is no power today that can rival the projection of U.S. conventional forces anywhere on the globe. But in a world with an increasing number of nuclear-armed or nuclear-ready states, this may not matter as much as we think. In such a world, the actions of just one or two states or groups that might threaten to disrupt or overthrow a nuclear weapons state could check U.S. influence or ignite a war Washington could have difficulty containing. No amount of military science or tactics could assure that the U.S. could disarm or neutralize such threatening or unstable nuclear states.^^ Nor could diplomats or our intelligence services be relied upon to keep up to date on what each of these governments would be likely to do in such a crisis (see graphic below): Combine these proliferation trends with the others noted above and one could easily create the perfect nuclear storm: Small differences between nuclear competitors that would put all actors on edge; an overhang of nuclear materials that could be called upon to break out or significantly ramp up existing nuclear deployments; and a variety of potential new nuclear actors developing weapons options in the wings. In such a setting, the military and nuclear rivalries between states could easily be much more intense than before. Certainly each nuclear state's military would place an even higher premium than before on being able to weaponize its military and civilian surpluses quickly, to deploy forces that are survivable, and to have forces that can get to their targets and destroy them with high levels of probability. The advanced military states will also be even more inclined to develop and deploy enhanced air and missile defenses and long-range, precision guidance munitions, and to develop a variety of preventative and preemptive war options. Certainly, in such a world, relations between states could become far less stable. Relatively small developments — e.g., Russian support for sympathetic near-abroad provinces; Pakistani-inspired terrorist strikes in India, such as those experienced recently in Mumbai; new Indian flanking activities in Iran near Pakistan; Chinese weapons developments or moves regarding Taiwan; state-sponsored assassination attempts of key figures in the Middle East or South West Asia, etc. — could easily prompt nuclear weapons deployments with "strategic" consequences (arms races, strategic miscues, and even nuclear war). As Herman Kahn once noted, in such a world "every quarrel or difference of opinion may lead to violence of a kind quite different from what is possible today."^^ In short, we may soon see a future that neither the proponents of nuclear abolition, nor their critics, would ever want.

Heg Good – Multilateralism

Maintaining United States’ military capability necessary to promote multilateralism

Cossa ‘07

Ralph A. Cossa. Ralph Cossa is president of the Pacific Forum CSIS in Honolulu, Hawaii, senior editor of the Forum’s quarterly electronic journal, Comparative Connections, board member of the Council on U.S.-Korean Security Studies and the National Committee on U.S.-China Relations, member of the International Institute for Strategic Studies and the ASEAN Regional Forum Experts and Eminent Persons Group and a founding member of the Steering Committee of the multinational Council for Security Cooperation in the Asia Pacific (CSCAP), a political/military affairs and national security specialist, writes a regular column for the Japan Times, Korea Times, and International Herald Tribune, colonel in the U.S. Air Force from 1966 to 1993, served as deputy director for strategic studies at the National Defense University’s Institute for National Strategic Studies and earlier as a national security affairs fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, holds a B.A. in international relations from Syracuse University, an M.B.A. from Pepperdine University, and an M.S. in strategic studies from the Defense Intelligence College. February 2009. The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration. Center for New American Security. http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA498204&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf Accessed: 06/14/2010

If in four or eight years America has only maintained and strengthened traditional bilateral alliances, American equities and strategic influence will have been put at risk. Nations in Asia are increasingly eyeing a multilateral regional order that promotes stability and open markets. The current momentum is clearing the way for these institutions and networks to develop and mature. America’s failure to play an active role in shaping and guiding these institutions would be a mistake. The Obama administration must recognize and address the strategic imperatives outlined in the previous chapter by reasserting its strategic presence; maintaining and reinvigorating its bilateral ties; articulating a realistic and pragmatic China policy that stresses its “responsible stakeholder” role; becoming more engaged in regional multilateral for a, including through more effective multilateral (and bilateral) cooperation on preventing WMD proliferation; through greater cooperation on addressing climate change, energy security, and other non-traditional security challenges that are both regional and global; and combating terrorism and extremism by focusing on “winning hearts and minds” through a more effective combination of hard and soft power and public diplomacy. This will require the next administration to reexamine the nature of American military engagement in the region while broadening its security agenda and promoting open and free trade in a bipartisan manner. Asian concerns about Washington’s focus on and engagement with the region are long-standing. Our friends, partners, and especially our allies—sometimes almost desperately—need to be reassured of America’s continued commitment; many are concerned (in our view needlessly) about a possible permanent shift in America’s focus away from Asia. Clarity should come immediately, with strong presidential statements and authoritative government reports that emphasize Asia’s permanent importance to the United States. In these various venues, the president should focus on the global challenges and prospects for cooperation in the Asia-Pacific and articulate a new vision for a region that is as integral to U.S. wellbeing as is Europe. Washington must ensure that the region perceives U.S. military capability as viable in the face of China’s military improvements, while avoiding the perception that the United States is trying to contain China or compelling others to “take sides.” But military power alone will not ensure America’s continued constructive or positive engagement. The United States needs to create and articulate a more forward-leaning vision for the Asia-Pacific region and its role in it that employs all the tools in its arsenal—military, political, economic, cultural, etc.—in an effective combination of its hard and soft power (what Richard Armitage and Joseph Nye have called “smart power”). It must understand and address the rising expectations and apprehensions of its allies, partners, friends, and potential adversaries or competitors alike. A new Asia-Pacific Strategy Report would be an important vehicle for helping to accomplish this task.

Heg Good – Multilateralism
US engagement with multilateral institutions solves every impact
Koh ‘03

Harold Hongju Koh, Gerard C. and Bernice Latrobe Smith Professor of International Law, Yale Law School, 1998-2001, May, 2003, “FOREWORD: On American Exceptionalism,” 55 Stan. L. Rev. 1479, Lexis Nexis

Similarly, the oxymoronic concept of "imposed democracy" authorizes top-down regime change in the name of democracy. Yet the United States has always argued that genuine democracy must flow from the will of the people, not from military occupation. n67 Finally, a policy of strategic unilateralism seems unsustainable in an interdependent world. For over the past two centuries, the United States has become party not just to a few treaties, but to a global network of closely interconnected treaties enmeshed in multiple frameworks of international institutions. Unilateral administration decisions to break or bend one treaty commitment thus rarely end the matter, but more usually trigger vicious cycles of treaty violation. In an interdependent world,  [*1501]  the United States simply cannot afford to ignore its treaty obligations while at the same time expecting its treaty partners to help it solve the myriad global problems that extend far beyond any one nation's control: the global AIDS and SARS crises, climate change, international debt, drug smuggling, trade imbalances, currency coordination, and trafficking in human beings, to name just a few. Repeated incidents of American treaty-breaking create the damaging impression of a United States contemptuous of both its treaty obligations and treaty partners. That impression undermines American soft power at the exact moment that the United States is trying to use that soft power to mobilize those same partners to help it solve problems it simply cannot solve alone: most obviously, the war against global terrorism, but also the postwar construction of Iraq, the Middle East crisis, or the renewed nuclear militarization of North Korea.

Heg Good – Disease

US leadership engages in disease, global health policy, and medicine

Meier ‘10

Meier. Assistant Professor of Global Health Policy at the University of North Carolina. 2010. Benjamin Mason Meier. The Obama Administration’s Global Health Initiative: Public Health Law, U.S. Foreign Policy & Universal Human Rights. Public Health Law. 2010 June 15. 

Global health is fast becoming an explicit goal of U.S. policy – with legislation, regulations, and policy statements guiding our funding, activities, and programs to address public health abroad. At the intersection of foreign policy and health policy, this global health imperative for public health law is poised to grow under the Obama Administration’s Global Health Initiative. With contemporary institutions of global health governance now over 60 years old, the nature of the global health architecture has changed considerably as the United States has shifted its global health priorities.[i]  As a leading progenitor of the global health governance framework, the United States has long sought a place for global health policy to alleviate suffering in an increasingly interconnected world.  However, with U.S. policymakers harboring suspicions that global governance would advance “socialized medicine” in the midst of the Cold War, the United States constrained international organizations to medical “impact projects” that would advance U.S. foreign policy interests.[ii]  Despite fleeting U.S. support for global health policy in the 1970s,[iii] the 1980 election of President Reagan—and with it, principled opposition to international organizations—would limit opportunities for global health governance.[iv]  Given a growing leadership vacuum in global health, the global health architecture began to shift toward greater U.S. hegemony in global health policy, with scholars increasingly noting that “the U.S. domestic agenda is driving the global agenda.”[v]  Moving away from a model of working through international institutions for global health governance, the United States is bypassing multilateral organizations and pursuing a herculean expansion in bilateral health assistance, increasingly making U.S. foreign policy a singular force for global health.[vi]  As the largest donor to global health—in absolute dollars, albeit less committed relative to GDP—foreign health assistance is fast becoming an anchor of U.S. soft power – answering the call for global health leadership in a post-Cold War world.[vii] Where once this role was defined by uncoordinated medical approaches to select high-profile diseases, the United States is moving toward coordinated foreign assistance to public health systems.  With U.S. health diplomacy once grounded solely in the containment of the Cold War—to combat the “unsatisfactory living conditions on which Communism feeds,” influencing minds as much as bodies[viii]—the 1961 establishment of the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID) galvanized foreign assistance for public health, administering technical and economic assistance for the provision of health services.[ix]  However, even as extended by President Bush’s 2003 Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR), these ambitious global health commitments would be criticized for excessive reliance on medical services and for “crowding out” public health systems in the developing world.[x]  In spite of burgeoning efforts to address HIV, malaria, and tuberculosis, these fragmented U.S. efforts continued to lack coordination across government agencies, attention to health systems, and strategy for foreign assistance. But as ethical claims and human rights have renewed attention to the plight of the world’s poor,[xi] the United States has moved to coordinate foreign assistance for global health. Given the need for a comprehensive strategy to govern U.S. engagement with global health[xii]—a need that grew dire as the global financial crisis decimated global health[xiii]—the Institute of Medicine (IOM) recommended that the United States engage more deliberately in global health leadership.[xiv] To reshape foreign health assistance across U.S. agencies, programs, and partners, the Obama Administration’s Global Health Initiative (GHI) seeks to develop a unified global health strategy to integrate and organize U.S. global health efforts.  Focusing on public health systems (specifically health financing, information management, and workforce capacity-building institutions)—adding onto existing disease-specific efforts (with 70% of funds earmarked for PEPFAR, notwithstanding a stabilization in HIV funding)—the GHI seeks to shape how the U.S. government coordinates its resources across global health activities and engages with developing countries in meeting nine targets for global health (delineated in figure 1), achieving these targets through seven key principles (delineated in figure 2).[xv]﻿ While it is unclear to what extent this foreign policy effort will meet its targets and principles for health system strengthening, preliminary coordination among agencies has begun to identify areas in which the United States could have the greatest sustainable impact on public health outcomes.[xvi]  With $63 billion requested for this Initiative over a six year period, the GHI will seek to prioritize country-led efforts to reach the most effective and efficient improvements for public health systems. These changes in U.S. policy will greatly influence disease prevention and health promotion throughout the world, with public health lawyers holding key positions in shaping this policy. With an imperative to create policy frameworks to guide our innovative programs in global health, the need has never been greater to rethink how we in public health law endeavor to meet global health needs – viewing ourselves as key actors in the global health architecture and viewing our work as medicine on a global scale.
Heg Good – Disease

Disease spread leads to extinction

Souden 2K

David Souden Former Research Fellow @ Cambridge 2K, former Research Fellow in History at Emmanuel College, Cambridge, consultant to the Cambridge Group for the History of Population and Social Structure, 2k, “Killer Diseases,” Factsheet, http://darrendixon.supanet.com/killerdiseases.htm

Nature's ability to adapt is amazing - but the consequences of that adaptation are that mutations of old diseases, we thought were long gone, may come back to haunt us. But of all these new and old diseases, AIDS poses the greatest threat. It has the capacity to mutate and evolve into new forms, and the treatments that are being developed have to take account of that. Yet the recent history of life-threatening and lethal diseases suggests that even if we conquer this disease, and all the others described here, there may be yet another dangerous micro-organism waiting in the wings. The golden age of conquering disease may be drawing to an end. Modern life, particularly increased mobility, is facilitating the spread of viruses. In fact, some experts believe it will be a virus that leads to the eventual extinction of the human race.

Heg Good – Laundry List

Strong US military necessary to global freedom, prosperity, trade, and prevent terrorist backlash. 

Holmes ‘10

Vice President for Foreign and Defense Policy Studies. 2010. Kim R. Holmes. Director of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation. Defending Freedom Is a Choice. The Heritage Foundation. 2010 May 3

Dismantling Defense: National defense is the first obligation of the federal government. If we cannot demonstrate a commitment to keeping our forces second to none, we will do more than discourage our allies and friends. We will encourage hostile actions from our adversaries. It is not a scenario Americans should want to see. According to the President’s budget, defense spending over the next few years will continue to fall relative to the economy, from 4.9 percent to 3.6 percent of GDP by 2015.[10] Indeed, defense was the target of roughly half of the Administration’s $17 billion in spending cuts in 2010. Some 50 defense programs were truncated or eliminated,[11] compromising not only our future air and naval superiority, but also our defense against ballistic missiles. Consider the ramifications. With a weakened U.S. military footprint, Iran could move to establish hegemony in the oil-rich Middle East, restricting trade through the Strait of Hormuz or, worse, holding the U.S. hostage to its nuclear threats so we could not defend our interests or our friends and allies in the region. The consequences for our economy and security would be high. Were our air power and expeditionary forces to grow so weak that they are unable to take out terrorist bases overseas, the terrorists would establish more safe havens from which to organize waves of attacks on Americans. There is no escaping history. America became a world power to protect our freedoms, which are deeply tied to the security and freedom of countries around the world. We learned this terrible lesson after two world wars. Our leaders may have to learn it again unless they make the hard choices to ensure that there is no decline of American power or presence in the world. Preserving American Exceptionalism: America the “indispensable” nation depends on America the “exceptional” nation. Freedom and prosperity at home and abroad depend on America’s continued projection of power around the world. But that will depend on our commitment to national defense, which is the first obligation of the federal government listed in the U.S. Constitution. We have been here before. We have seen darker days, from the American Revolution to the Civil War and the two world wars. Each time, the American people have risen to defend their country and their liberties. Each time, they have gone to the edge of the abyss, peered inside, and then summoned the will to jump over to the other side. Each time, we have emerged from the crisis stronger than before. And every time, it has been because Americans decided they did not want to fail. They chose not to be defeated. They refused to give up. We may well be at that moment again. After Jimmy Carter, we elected Ronald Reagan. He restored not only our belief in America, but our commitment to defense. Conservative principles and traditional American values prevailed then. They can prevail again.

Heg Good – Human Rights/Freedom
United States is a global leader in human rights and freedom

Chefer and Groves ‘09

Chaefer and Groves. Schaefer is the Jay Kingham Fellow in International Regulatory Affairs at Heritage's Margaret Thatcher Center for Freedom. Groves is the leader of The Heritage Foundation's Freedom Project.

Brett Schaefer. Steven Groves. The U.S. Should Not Join the International Criminal Court. The Heritage Foundation. 2009 August 18. 

The United States has long championed human rights and supported the ideal that those who commit serious human rights violations should be held accountable. Indeed, it was the United States that insisted--over Soviet objections--that promoting basic human rights and fundamental freedoms be included among the purposes of the United Nations.[2] Eleanor Roosevelt served as chairman of the U.N. Human Rights Commission when it drafted the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which has served as the U.N.'s bedrock human rights document since 1948. The United States also played a lead role in championing major international efforts in international humanitarian law, such as the Geneva Conventions. The U.S. has supported the creation of international courts to prosecute gross human rights abuses. It pioneered the Nuremburg and Tokyo tribunals to prosecute atrocities committed during World War II. Since then, the U.S. was a key supporter of establishing the ad hoc International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY) and International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR), which were both approved by the Security Council. Continuing its long support for these efforts, the U.S. initially was an eager participant in the effort to create an International Criminal Court in the 1990s. However, once negotiations began on the final version of the Rome Statute, America's support waned because many of its concerns were ignored or opposed outright in the five-week United Nations Diplomatic Conference of Plenipotentiaries on the Establishment of an International Criminal Court held in Rome, Italy, in June 1998. According to David J. Scheffer, chief U.S. negotiator at the 1998 Rome conference: In Rome, we indicated our willingness to be flexible.... Unfortunately, a small group of countries, meeting behind closed doors in the final days of the Rome conference, produced a seriously flawed take-it-or-leave-it text, one that provides a recipe for politicization of the court and risks deterring responsible international action to promote peace and security.[3] In the end, despite persistent efforts to amend the Rome Statute to alleviate U.S. concerns, the conference rejected most of the changes proposed by the U.S., and the final document was approved over U.S. opposition.[4] Since the approval of the Rome Statute in 1998, U.S. policy toward the ICC has been clear and consistent: The U.S. has refused to join the ICC because it lacks prudent safeguards against political manipulation, possesses sweeping authority without accountability to the U.N. Security Council, and violates national sovereignty by claiming jurisdiction over the nationals and military personnel of non-party states in some circumstances. The United States is not alone in its concerns about the ICC. As of August 6, 2009, only 110 of the 192 U.N. member states had ratified the Rome Statute.[5] In fact, China, India, and Russia are among the other major powers that have refused to ratify the Rome Statute out of concern that it unduly infringes on their foreign and security policy decisions--issues rightly reserved to sovereign governments and over which the ICC should not claim authority.
Human Right Credibility solves extinction

Copelan 99

Rhonda Copelan, law professor, NYU, NEW YORK CITY LAW REVIEW, 1999, p. 71-2

The indivisible human rights framework survived the Cold War despite U.S. machinations to truncate it in the international arena. The framework is there to shatter the myth of the superiority. Indeed, in the face of systemic inequality and crushing poverty, violence by official and private actors, globalization of the market economy, and military and environmental depredation, the human rights framework is gaining new force and new dimensions. It is being broadened today by the movements of people in different parts of the world, particularly in the Southern Hemisphere and significantly of women, who understand the protection of human rights as a matter of individual and collective human survival and betterment. Also emerging is a notion of third-generation rights, encompassing collective rights that cannot be solved on a state-by-state basis and that call for new mechanisms of accountability, particularly affecting Northern countries. The emerging rights include human-centered sustainable development, environmental protection, peace, and security. Given the poverty and inequality in the United States as well as our role in the world, it is imperative that we bring the human rights framework to bear on both domestic and foreign policy.
Heg Good – Global Stability

US commitment to military key to global stability. 

Auslin ‘10

Auslin, Michael. Resident Scholar at AEI. Three Strikes Against U.S. Global Presence. American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research. 2010. April 2. http://www.aei.org/article/101869 Accessed: 07/17/2010

For the past six decades, global stability was assured in large part by an expensive US commitment to maintain credible forces abroad, forge tight alliances with key strategic countries, and devote a significant, though not onerous, part of national treasure to sustaining a military second to none. Rarely in history has a country shouldered such burdens for so long, but the succeeding decades of growth and avoidance of systemic war proved the wisdom of the course. Are these three strikes the writing on the wall, the blueprint for how American power will decline in the world, with a whimper and an empty purse? The choice to reverse these trends will grow increasingly difficult in coming years, until we reach a point of no return, as did Great Britain and Rome. The result, unhappily, will not be a replay of the 20th century, when Washington stepped up after London's decline. It will almost certainly be the inauguration of decades, if not centuries, of global instability, increased conflict, and depressed economic growth and innovation. Such is the result of short-sighted policies that reflect political expedience, moral weakness, and a romantic belief in global fraternity. Happily for us, perhaps, is that the lessons of history still hold, and that we can chose to fight the dimming of our age if we but understand the stakes at hand.
Heg Good – A2: Multilateralism Good

Even if multilateralism is good, the United States still needs to maintain leadership in that world to solve global problems
Yetiv ‘09
Steve Yetiv is a professor of political science at Old Dominion University, Christian Science Monitor, October 27, 2009, “An American decline would undermine global security,” lexis

Of course, the US isn't perfect. In order to merit support, it must be multilateral in a globalized world and must accommodate rising powers. Certainly, Washington needs to make sure to be consistent in consulting and enlisting other nations before it hatches big plans. And then there is the fact that asking other countries to support the US is wrapped in politics. Yet, if the rest of the world doesn't step up and support America's overburdened and undersupported shoulders, global security could diminish exponentially. Here are three examples of what other countries could do to help lift the US burden: 1. Beijing should leverage its influence with Pakistan. If China could put pressure on Pakistan to stop supporting the Afghan Taliban facing US-led forces through its intelligence services, that could be just the right amount of pressure to force Pakistan to act. Deservedly, China is becoming a great power and should start supporting major global efforts. 2. Many of America's allies play important roles in Afghanistan, but all should contribute significantly more troops, nonmilitary personnel, and money. They also have much to lose from failure in Afghanistan and Pakistan. 3. As many countries as possible should back US-led threats of tougher sanctions and the threat of force in Iran, especially given recent revelations of Iran's secret nuclear facility near Qom. At a minimum, China should cancel any existing contracts to provide Iran with gasoline – contracts that may embolden Tehran. Without serious threats, Iran will not negotiate away its nuclear option, and a military showdown will be likely. Bolstering America makes far more sense for world security in the 21st century than hoping for its decline or undermining it.
Heg Good – A2: Multipolarity Good

Even if US hegemony is unsustainable, maintaining US power is key to a smooth transition to multipolarity

Walton ‘07
Dale C., Lecturer in IR and Strategic Studies, U of Reading, England (“Geopolitics and the Great Powers in the Twenty-First century,” Google Books
Although international political conditions surely will differ enormously in the coming decades from those of the middle 1940s, it would be grossly irresponsible for the United States to shrug off the burdens of great power status and return to the slumber that it once enjoyed. Almost certainly, if the United States had refused to take an active role in European politics in the middle of the twentieth century a world would have emerged in which American values would not have flourished – and even their survival on the North American continent would have been profoundly threatened. America's refusal to play a substantial role in the great power struggles of this century likely would have similarly deleterious effects. Importantly, if the United States withdraws to its hemisphere a third world war is far more likely. In a meta-region full of young, rising powers, the presence of a strategically mature superpower can be expected to have a stabilizing effect; the enormous military resources possessed by America compels would-be aggressors to consider carefully before launching a strategic adventure. Even more chillingly, as noted above, it is possible that the multipolar system could become sufficiently unbalanced that it would collapse, with a power such as China building a coalition that would allow it ultimately to emerge as the master of Eastern Eurasia and the greatest power in the world. The United States is the "court of last resort" protecting against such an eventuality. The latter possibility does not contradict the above argument that U.S. unipolarity is unsustainable – as an extra-Eurasian power lacking the ruthlessness to destroy potential great power competitors preventively, Washington simply cannot sustain unipolarity indefinitely. Nonetheless, while the emerging multi-polar system appears robust, it still should receive "care and feeding" other-wise, it is vulnerable to grossly unbalancing events, such as the creation of a very aggressive coalition dedicated to achieving Eurasian hegemony and willing, if necessary, to fight a third world war to achieve it.  Most likely, such a coalition would not be able to simply bully it way to hegemony; it probably would have to fight, the result being a war enormously costly in blood, perhaps even one that would dwarf World War II in its price. If the oppressive coalition won, in turn, The multipolar system would be destroyed and the United States would face a competitor far more powerful than itself, and, in all likelihood, a world in which democracy and personal liberty would be in eclipse. In any case, it is a geopolitical imperative for the United States that no power or coalition attains hegemony in Eastern Eurasia, much less that an explicitly hostile state or coalition succeeds in doing so. If the United States is to guard its national interests successfully in this century, it is vital that it ensures that the transition from unipolarity to multipolarity occurs in as gentle a manner as possible. In this capacity, it is important to understand that the United States is in long-term relative decline, but, at the same time, to acknowledge that it has very great military, financial, and diplomatic resources at its disposal. If Washington deploys these resources wisely, it can maximize its security over the long term and minimize the probability of a great power war. 

A2: Heg Bad – Transition Wars
Even if they win that a world without hegemony is good, they still lose – the shift would mean massive transition wars across the globe

Brzezinski ‘05
Zbigniew was the National Security Advisor for the Carter Administration and former Professor of  Foreign Policy at Johns Hopkins University, 2005, “The Choice: Global Domination or Global Leadership”

History is a record of change, a reminder that nothing endures indefinitely. It can also remind us, however. That some things endure for a long time, and when they disappear, the status quo ante does not reappear. So it will be with the current American global preponderance. It, too, will fade at some point, probably later than some wish and earlier than many Americans take for granted. The key question is: What will replace it? An abrupt termination of American hegemony would without doubt precipitate global chaos, in which international anarchy would be punctuated by eruptions of truly massive destructiveness. An unguided progressive decline would have a similar effect, spread out over a long time. But a gradual and controlled devolution of power could lead to an increasingly formalized global community of shared interest, with supranational arrangements increasingly assuming some of the special security roles of traditional nation-states.  In any case the eventual end of American Hegemony will not involve a restoration of multipolarity among the familiar major powers that dominated world affairs for the last two centuries. Nor will it yield to another dominant hegemony that would displace the United States by assuming a similar political, military, economic, technological, and sociocultural worldwide preeminence. The familiar powers of the last century are too fatigued or too weak to assume the role the United States now plays. It is noteworthy that since 1880, in a comparative ranking of world powers (cumulatively based on their economic strength, military budgets and assets, populations, etc.), the top five slots at sequential twenty-year intervals have been shared by just seven states: the United States, the United Kingdom, Germany, France, Russia, Japan, and China. Only in the United States, however, unambiguously earned inclusion among the top five in every one of the twenty-year intervals, and the gap in the year 200 between the top-ranked United States and the rest was vastly wider than ever before. The former major European powers––Great Britain, Germany and France––are too weak to step into the breach. In the next two decades, it is quite unlikely that the European Union will become sufficiently united politically to muster the popular will to compete with the United States in the politico––military arena. Russia is no longer an imperial power, and its central challenge is to recover socioeconomically lest it lose its far eastern territories to China. Japan’s population is aging and its economy has slowed; the conventional wisdom of the 1980s that Japan is destined to be the next “superstate” now has the ring of historical irony. China, even if it succeeds in maintaining high rates of economic growth and retains its internal political stability (both are far from certain), will at best be a regional power still constrained by an impoverished population, antiquated infrastructure, and limited appeal worldwide. The same is true of India, which additionally faces uncertainties regarding its long-term national unity. Even a coalition among the above––a most unlikely prospect, given their historical conflicts and clashing territorial claims–would lack the cohesion, muscle, and energy needed to push both America off its pedestal and sustain global stability. Some leading states, in any case, would side with America if push came to shove. Indeed, any evident American decline might precipitate efforts to reinforce America’s leadership. Most important, the shared resentment of American hegemony would not dampen the clashes of interest among states. The more intense collisions––in the event of America’s decline––could spark a wildfire of regional violence, rendered all the more dangerous by the dissemination of weapons of mass destruction. The bottom line is twofold: For the next two decades, the steadying effect of American power will be indispensable to global stability, while the principal challenge to American power can come only from within––either from the repudiation of power by the American democracy itself, or from America’s global misuse of its own power. 

Those transition wars cause global wars culminating in extinction

Nye 90
Joseph, created the theory of “soft power,” Distinguished Service Prof and Dean, JFK School of Government, Harvard U; PhD in PoliSci, Harvard U; Asst Sec of Defense for Int’l Security Affairs; Chair, Nat’l Intelligence Council; Deputy Under Sec of State for Security Assistance (“Bound to Lead,” p. 17)

Perceptions of change in the relative power of nations are of critical importance to understanding the relationship between decline and war. One of the oldest generalizations about international politics attributes the onset of major wars to shifts in power among the leading nations. Thus Thucydides accounted for the onset of the Peloponnesian War which destroyed the power of ancient Athens. The history of the interstate system since 1500 is punctuated by severe wars in which one country struggled to surpass another as the leading state. If as Robert Gilpin argues, international politics has not changed fundamentally over the millennia,” the implications for the future are bleak. And if fears about shifting power precipitate[s] a major war in a world with 50,000 nuclear weapons, history as we know it may end.

A2: Heg Bad – Perception Inevitable
All your turns are inevitable – other nations will always perceive US dominance

Drezner ‘09
Daniel W., Professor of International Politics at the Fletcher School and at Tufts University, Senior Editor of The National Interest, author on foreign policy, “The False Hegemon,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=21858

The rest of the world certainly seems to treat America as the hegemonic power, for good or ill. According to the New York Times, Latin America is waiting for the United States to break the deadlock in Honduras. Vladimir Putin is incapable of giving a foreign-policy speech in which he does not blast American hegemony as the root of all of Russia’s ills. While Chinese officials talk tough about ending the dollar’s reign as the world’s reserve currency, its leaders also want America to solve the current economic crisis and to take the lead on global warming in the process. It’s not just foreign leaders who are obsessed with American hegemony. Last week, in an example of true hardship duty, I taught a short course in American foreign policy at the Barcelona Institute for International Studies. The students in my class represented a true cross section of nationalities: Spaniards, Germans, Brits, Estonian, Chinese, Vietnamese, Indian, Thai, Ghanaian, Kenyan, Turkish, Belgian, Mexican, Nicaraguan and, yes, even Americans. I cannot claim that my students represent a scientific cross section of non-Americans (one of them complained that I did not rely on Marxism as a structural explanation for American foreign policy). Still, by and large the students were bright, well informed about world affairs and cautiously optimistic about President Obama. That said, a persistent trend among my students was their conviction that the U.S. government was the world’s puppeteer, consciously manipulating every single event in world politics. For example, many of them were convinced that George W. Bush ordered Georgian President Mikheil Saakashvili to precipitate last year’s war with Russia. The Ghanaian students wanted to know why Obama visited their country last week. The standard “promotion of good democratic governance” answer did not satisfy them. They were convinced that there had to be some deeper, potentially sinister motive to the whole enterprise. Don’t even ask what they thought about the reasons behind the war in Iraq. To be sure, the United States is a powerful actor; the government is trying to influence global events (and Americans are not immune to their own misperceptions). And good social scientists should always search for underlying causes and not take rhetoric at face value. Nevertheless, the belief in an all-powerful America hatching conspiracies left and right frequently did not jibe with the facts. For many of these students, even apparent policy mistakes were merely examples of American subterfuge. Ironically, at the moment when many Americans are questioning the future of U.S. hegemony, many non-Americans continue to believe that the U.S. government is diabolically manipulating events behind the scenes. Going forward, the persistence of anti-Americanism in the age of Obama might have nothing to do with the president, or his rhetoric or even U.S. government actions. It might, instead, have to do with the congealed habits of thought that place the United States at the epicenter of all global movings and shakings. The tragedy is that such an exaggerated perception of American power and purpose is occurring at precisely the moment when the United States will need to scale back its global ambitions. Indeed, the external perception of U.S. omnipresence will make the pursuit of a more modest U.S. foreign policy all the more difficult. The Obama administration has consciously adopted a more modest posture in the hopes of improving America’s standing abroad. If the rest of the world genuinely believes that the United States causes everything, however, then the attempt at modesty will inevitably fail. 

***AFF***

Heg Unsustainable – Layne ‘10

Hegemony unsustainable – rising powers, weakness of the dollar, and coming defense budget cuts

Layne ‘10

Christopher Layne is Professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in National Security at Texas A&M’s George H.W. Bush School of Government & Public Service. He is author of The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present and, with Bradley A. Thayer, American Empire: A Debate. May 01, 2010, “Graceful Decline: The end of Pax Americana,” http://amconmag.com/article/2010/may/01/00030/

The United States emerged from World War II in a position of global dominance. From this unparalleled military and economic power came a Pax Americana that has endured for more than six decades. It seemed the sun would never set on the U.S. empire. But America is increasingly unable to play the hegemon’s assigned role. Militarily, a hegemon is responsible for stabilizing key regions and guarding the global commons. Economically, it offers public goods by opening its domestic market to other states, supplying liquidity for the world economy, and providing the reserve currency. A hegemon is supposed to solve international crises, not cause them. It is supposed to be the lender of last resort, not the biggest borrower. Faced with wars it cannot win or quit and an economy begging rescue, the United States no longer fits the part. Still, many in the mainstream foreign-policy community see these as temporary setbacks and believe that U.S. primacy will endure for years to come. The American people are awakening to a new reality more quickly than the academy. According to a December 2009 Pew survey, 41 percent of the public believes that the U.S. plays a less important and powerful role as a world leader than it did a decade ago.  The epoch of American dominance is drawing to a close, and international politics is entering a period of transition: no longer unipolar but not yet fully multipolar. President Barack Obama’s November 2009 trip to China provided both substantive and emblematic evidence of the shift. As the Financial Times observed, “Coming at a moment when Chinese prestige is growing and the U.S. is facing enormous difficulties, Mr. Obama’s trip has symbolized the advent of a more multi-polar world where U.S. leadership has to co-exist with several rising powers, most notably China.” In the same Pew study, 44 percent of Americans polled said that China was the leading economic power; just 27 percent chose the United States.  Much of America’s decline can be attributed to its own self-defeating policies, but as the U.S. stumbles, others—notably China, India, and Russia—are rising. This shift in the global balance of power will dramatically affect international politics: the likelihood of intense great-power security competitions—and even war—will increase; the current era of globalization will end; and the post-1945 Pax Americana will be replaced by an international order that reflects the interests, values, and norms of emerging powers.  China’s economy has been growing much more rapidly than the United States’ over the last two decades and continues to do so, maintaining audacious 8 percent growth projections in the midst of a global recession. Leading economic forecasters predict that it will overtake the U.S. as the world’s largest economy, measured by overall GDP, sometime around 2020. Already in 2008, China passed the U.S. as the world’s leading manufacturing nation—a title the United States had enjoyed for over a century—and this year China will displace Japan as the world’s second-largest economy. Everything we know about the trajectories of rising great powers tells us that China will use its increasing wealth to build formidable military power and that it will seek to become the dominant power in East Asia.  Optimists contend that once the U.S. recovers from what historian Niall Ferguson calls the “Great Repression”—not quite a depression but more than a recession—we’ll be able to answer the Chinese challenge. The country, they remind us, faced a larger debt-GDP ratio after World War II yet embarked on an era of sustained growth. They forget that the postwar era was a golden age of U.S. industrial and financial dominance, trade surpluses, and persistent high growth rates. Those days are gone. The United States of 2010 and the world in which it lives are far different from those of 1945.  Weaknesses in the fundamentals of the American economy have been accumulating for more than three decades. In the 1980s, these problems were acutely diagnosed by a number of writers—notably David Calleo, Paul Kennedy, Robert Gilpin, Samuel Huntington, and James Chace—who predicted that these structural ills would ultimately erode the economic foundations of America’s global preeminence. A spirited late-1980s debate was cut short, when, in quick succession, the Soviet Union collapsed, Japan’s economic bubble burst, and the U.S. experienced an apparent economic revival during the Clinton administration. Now the delayed day of reckoning is fast approaching. Even in the best case, the United States will emerge from the current crisis with fundamental handicaps. The Federal Reserve and Treasury have pumped massive amounts of dollars into circulation in hope of reviving the economy. Add to that the $1 trillion-plus budget deficits that the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) predicts the United States will incur for at least a decade. 

Heg Unsustainable – Layne ‘10

When the projected deficits are bundled with the persistent U.S. current-account deficit, the entitlements overhang (the unfunded future liabilities of Medicare and Social Security), and the cost of the ongoing wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, there is reason to worry about the United States’ fiscal stability. As the CBO says, “Even if the recovery occurs as projected and the stimulus bill is allowed to expire, the country will face the highest debt/GDP ratio in 50 years and an increasingly unsustainable and urgent fiscal problem.”  The dollar’s vulnerability is the United States’ geopolitical Achilles’ heel. Its role as the international economy’s reserve currency ensures American preeminence, and if it loses that status, hegemony will be literally unaffordable. As Cornell professor Jonathan Kirshner observes, the dollar’s vulnerability “presents potentially significant and underappreciated restraints upon contemporary American political and military predominance.”  Fears for the dollar’s long-term health predated the current financial and economic crisis. The meltdown has amplified them and highlighted two new factors that bode ill for continuing reserve-currency status. First, the other big financial players in the international economy are either military rivals (China) or ambiguous allies (Europe) that have their own ambitions and no longer require U.S. protection from the Soviet threat. Second, the dollar faces an uncertain future because of concerns that its value will diminish over time. Indeed, China, which has holdings estimated at nearly $2 trillion, is worried that America will leave it with huge piles of depreciated dollars. China’s vote of no confidence is reflected in its recent calls to create a new reserve currency.  In coming years, the U.S. will be under increasing pressure to defend the dollar by preventing runaway inflation. This will require it to impose fiscal self-discipline through some combination of budget cuts, tax increases, and interest-rate hikes. Given that the last two options could choke off renewed growth, there is likely to be strong pressure to slash the federal budget.  But it will be almost impossible to make meaningful cuts in federal spending without deep reductions in defense expenditures. Discretionary non-defense domestic spending accounts for only about 20 percent of annual federal outlays. So the United States will face obvious “guns or butter” choices. As Kirshner puts it, the absolute size of U.S. defense expenditures are “more likely to be decisive in the future when the U.S. is under pressure to make real choices about taxes and spending. When borrowing becomes more difficult, and adjustment more difficult to postpone, choices must be made between raising taxes, cutting non-defense spending, and cutting defense spending.” Faced with these hard decisions, Americans will find themselves afflicted with hegemony fatigue. 
Heg Unsustainable – Deficits

Deficits have ballooned to unsustainable levels – makes massive defense budget cuts inevitable

Auslin ‘10

Michael Auslin is a resident scholar at AEI, April 2, 2010, “Three Strikes against U.S. Global Presence,” American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, http://www.aei.org/article/101869
The final strike in this geopolitical puzzle comes from Washington, D.C., where both Republican- and Democratic-run governments have blown up America's budget to unsustainable levels, all but ensuring that US defense budgets will decline in coming years. The $1 trillion health care take over by the Obama administration is but the latest assault on America's financial integrity; combined with other multi-trillion dollar fiscal waste, such profligacy is already resulting in defense budget cuts and the cancellation of some of America's most sophisticated weapons systems, including the F-22 fighter. As America's debt-to-GDP ratio reaches 90% in just ten years, now projected by the Congressional Budget Office, economic growth will slow down further and the military budget will all but certainly be further slashed in order to provide entitlements that Americans cannot live without.

That makes US military primacy will be literally unaffordable – it emboldens our rivals and makes the decline of American global military presence inevitable

Auslin ‘10

Michael Auslin is a resident scholar at AEI, April 2, 2010, “Three Strikes against U.S. Global Presence,” American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, http://www.aei.org/article/101869
The upshot of these three trends will likely be a series of decisions to slowly, but irrevocably reduce America's overseas global military presence and limit our capacity to uphold peace and intervene around the globe. And, as we hollow out our capabilities, China will be fielding ever more accurate anti-ship ballistic missiles, advanced fighter aircraft, and stealthy submarines; Russia will continue to expand its influence over its "near abroad" while modernizing its nuclear arsenal; and Iran will develop nuclear weapons, leading to an arms race or preemptive attacks in the Middle East. Under such conditions, global trade flows will be stressed, the free flow of capital will be constrained, and foreign governments will expand their regulatory and confiscatory powers against their domestic economies in order to fund their own military expansions. For the past six decades, global stability was assured in large part by an expensive US commitment to maintain credible forces abroad, forge tight alliances with key strategic countries, and devote a significant, though not onerous, part of national treasure to sustaining a military second to none. Rarely in history has a country shouldered such burdens for so long, but the succeeding decades of growth and avoidance of systemic war proved the wisdom of the course. 

Heg Unsustainable/Ineffective

Unipolarity’s unsustainable and even if it was it isn’t effective

Haass ‘10

Richard N. Haass, president of the Council of Foreign Relations, May 27, 2010, “An over-extended United States urgently needs partners,” http://www.dailystar.com.lb/article.asp?edition_id=10&categ_id=5&article_id=115263#ixzz0pF3PVs4R

We are in a protracted period of international transition, one that began more than two decades ago with the end of the Cold War. That era of strategic rivalry between the United States and the Soviet Union gave way to one in which Washington possessed far greater power than any other country in the world and enjoyed an unprecedented degree of influence.  That American unipolar moment has given way to a world that can be better described as non-polar, in which power is widely distributed among nearly 200 states and tens of thousands of non-state actors ranging from Al-Qaeda to Al-Jazeera, and from Goldman Sachs to the United Nations.  But what distinguishes historical eras from one another is less the distribution of power than the degree of order between states and within states. Order never just emerges; it is the result of conscious efforts by the most powerful entities in the world.  While the United States remains the world’s most powerful single country, it cannot maintain, much less expand, international peace and prosperity on its own. It is over-extended, dependent upon massive daily imports of dollars and oil, and its armed forces are engaged in demanding conflicts in both Afghanistan and Iraq. The US also lacks the means and the political consensus to take on much more in the way of global responsibility. It also lacks the means to compel other countries to follow its lead.  Moreover, contemporary problems – for example, thwarting the spread of materials and weapons of mass destruction, maintaining an open world economy, slowing climate change, and combating terrorism – cannot be managed, much less solved, by any single country. Only collective efforts can meet common challenges; the more global the response, the more likely that it will succeed.  In short, the United States requires partners if the 21st century is to be an era in which the majority of people around the world enjoy relative peace and satisfactory standards of living. But the partnerships that prevailed during the Cold War – between the US, Western Europe, and several Asian countries, including Japan, South Korea, and Australia – are no longer adequate. These countries lack the resources and often the will to manage most of the world’s problems.  So the old partners need new ones. Emerging powers have the potential to fill this need. The question is what such powers, for example China, India, Brazil, and others, are prepared to do with their growing strength.
Heg Unsustainable – Dollar Heg

Chinese economic growth, entitlement spending, and runaway inflation will undermine the dollar as global reserve currency which maintains US primacy

Layne and Schwarz ‘09

Christopher Layne and Benjamin Schwarz, Christopher Layne is a professor of government at Texas A&M and a consultant to the National Intelligence Council. Benjamin Schwarz is literary and national editor of the Atlantic, “Twilight of Pax Americana,” September 29, 2009, Los Angeles Times, http://articles.latimes.com/2009/sep/29/opinion/oe-schwarz29
The international order that emerged after World War II has rightly been termed the Pax Americana; it's a Washington-led arrangement that has maintained political stability and promoted an open global economic system. Today, however, the Pax Americana is withering, thanks to what the National Intelligence Council in a recent report described as a "global shift in relative wealth and economic power without precedent in modern history" -- a shift that has accelerated enormously as a result of the economic crisis of 2007-2009. At the heart of this geopolitical sea change is China's robust economic growth. Not because Beijing will necessarily threaten American interests but because a newly powerful China by necessity means a relative decline in American power, the very foundation of the postwar international order. These developments remind us that changes in the global balance of power can be sudden and discontinuous rather than gradual and evolutionary. The Great Recession isn't the cause of Washington's ebbing relative power. But it has quickened trends that already had been eating away at the edifice of U.S. economic supremacy. Looking ahead, the health of the U.S. economy is threatened by a gathering fiscal storm: exploding federal deficits that could ignite runaway inflation and undermine the dollar. To avoid these perils, the U.S. will face wrenching choices. The Obama administration and the Federal Reserve have adopted policies that have dramatically increased both the supply of dollars circulating in the U.S. economy and the federal budget deficit, which both the Brookings Institution and the Congressional Budget Office estimate will exceed $1 trillion every year for at least the next decade. In the short run, these policies were no doubt necessary; nevertheless, in the long term, they will almost certainly boomerang. Add that to the persistent U.S. current account deficit, the enormous unfunded liabilities for entitlement programs and the cost of two ongoing wars, and you can see that America's long-term fiscal stability is in jeopardy. As the CBO says: "Even if the recovery occurs as projected and stimulus bill is allowed to expire, the country will face the highest debt/GDP ratio in 50 years and an increasingly unsustainable and urgent fiscal problem." This spells trouble ahead for the dollar. The financial privileges conferred on the U.S. by the dollar's unchallenged reserve currency status -- its role as the primary form of payment for international trade and financial transactions -- have underpinned the preeminent geopolitical role of the United States in international politics since the end of World War II. But already the shadow of the coming fiscal crisis has prompted its main creditors, China and Japan, to worry that in coming years the dollar will depreciate in value. China has been increasingly vocal in calling for the dollar's replacement by a new reserve currency. And Yukio Hatoyama, Japan's new prime minister, favors Asian economic integration and a single Asian currency as substitutes for eroding U.S. financial and economic power.

Heg Unsustainable – Fiscal Crisis

Fiscal crisis destroys the foundations of US heg and embolden balancing powers to form regional economic spheres of influence

Layne and Schwarz ‘09

Christopher Layne and Benjamin Schwarz, Christopher Layne is a professor of government at Texas A&M and a consultant to the National Intelligence Council. Benjamin Schwarz is literary and national editor of the Atlantic, “Twilight of Pax Americana,” September 29, 2009, Los Angeles Times, http://articles.latimes.com/2009/sep/29/opinion/oe-schwarz29
Going forward, the fiscal crisis will mean that Washington cannot discharge its military functions as a hegemon either, because it can no longer maintain the power edge that has allowed it to keep the ambitions of the emerging great powers in check. The entire fabric of world order that the United States established after 1945 -- the Pax Americana -- rested on the foundation of U.S. military and economic preponderance. Remove the foundation and the structure crumbles. The decline of American power means the end of U.S. dominance in world politics and the beginning of the transition to a new constellation of world powers. The result will be profound changes in world politics. Emerging powers will seek to establish spheres of influence, control lines of communication, engage in arms races and compete for control over key natural resources. As America's decline results in the retraction of the U.S. military role in key regions, rivalries among emerging powers are bound to heat up. Already, China and India are competing for influence in Central and Southeast Asia, the Middle East and the Indian Ocean. Even today, when the United States is still acting as East Asia's regional pacifier, the smoldering security competition between China and Japan is pushing Japan cautiously to engage in the very kind of "re-nationalization" of its security policy that the U.S. regional presence is supposed to prevent. While still wedded to its alliance with the U.S., in recent years Tokyo has become increasingly anxious that, as a Rand Corp. study put it, eventually it "might face a threat against which the United States would not prove a reliable ally." Consequently, Japan is moving toward dropping Article 9 of its American-imposed Constitution (which imposes severe constraints on Japan's military), building up its forces and quietly pondering the possibility of becoming a nuclear power. Although the weakening of the Pax Americana will not cause international trade and capital flows to come to a grinding halt, in coming years we can expect states to adopt openly competitive economic policies as they are forced to jockey for power and advantage in an increasingly competitive security and economic environment. The world economy will thereby more closely resemble that of the 1930s than the free-trade system of the post-1945 Pax Americana. The coming end of the Pax Americana heralds a crisis for capitalism.

Heg Declining – Generic

US hegemony is declining in favor of a new world order.

Watson, ‘10

Allan Watson, Staffordshire University Lecturer of Human Geography, Research fellow of Globalization and World Cities research network, Fellow of Royal Geographical Society, “US Hegemony and the Obama Administration: Towards a New World Order?”, Antipode, Vol. 42, Issue 2, Feb. 18 2010, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com.proxy3.library.jhu.edu/cgi-bin/fulltext/123291401/HTMLSTART
However, the financial crisis of late 2008 and early 2009 has acted to undermine both the US and global economy. In an attempt to save the US economy from recession, the previous administration, led by the most right-wing president in living memory, took the unprecedented step of pursuing a "financial socialism" (Taylor et al 2009), rescuing private finance with public finance. The timing of this policy effectively forced the following Obama administration to continue down the same path, one which is fraught with difficulties. For the USA, the largest problem has been the state's own financial situation. When the $700 billion bailout package for private financial institutions was passed through Congress, the national deficit moved past the $10 trillion mark. A significant amount of this debt is held by foreign governments, predominantly Japan and China, along with a number of oil exporting countries. Relying on foreign governments in this way comes with risks that are now starting to bite. The US economy continues to be squeezed by the interest on the capital borrowed, and the fact that the largest potential rival to US hegemony in the twenty-first century, China, holds so much of the US debt, is something that will sit uncomfortably even with a less conservative Obama administration. The USA can no longer hope to keep China subordinate through economics alone. Given this, it now seems that US hegemony is in decline, economically and politically, and that we will begin to see the emergence of a new world order. It is difficult to see how one man, no matter how well supported, can change well-practised unilateral US foreign policies or solve deep-rooted national anxieties. The above discussion suggests that the fundamental principles of US engagement with the rest of the world will change very little under an Obama-led US administration. But I shall end this intervention on a note of optimism. The election of the first black president of the USA was after all an historic event, and undoubtedly the effects will continue to ripple around the world. It gives the USA a chance to re-invent itself as a more open and tolerant nation and practice what may be termed as a "moral hegemony" (see Kobayashi and Peake 2000), without the need to exercise the hard coercive unilateral military or economic power upon the rest of the world. From this perspective, the signing of the executive order to close the controversial Guantanamo Bay detention facility, and Obama's carefully crafted speech at Cairo University in June 2009 aimed at easing tensions with the Muslim world, both signalled a sharp break with the previous Bush administration and have strengthened the global wave of diplomatic and popular goodwill (see Black 2009; Finn 2008). The effects of US neoimperialism reach so extensively across the world that US elections are everyone's business. For once, during this election, it seemed like it mattered what the rest of the world thought about American politics, and that our opposition to the imposition of American power, and the associated vision of what constitutes our "security" (see Sidaway 2008), was finally having an effect. The world continues to watch hopefully, looking for Obama to be the president to guide the USA into a new age of multilateralism.

Heg Declining – Generic

The ability of the US to project power is diminishing–rising new powers, obsolete strategy.

Krepinevich ‘09

Andrew F., President of Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, author and lecturer on US military policy and strategy, Ph. D from Harvard, “The Pentagon’s Wasting Assets”, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 88, Issue 4, p. 18-33, Jul/Aug 2009, http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=mth&AN=42117544&site=ehost-live
THE MILITARY foundations of the United States' global dominance are eroding. For the past several decades, an overwhelming advantage in technology and resources has given the U.S. military an unmatched ability to project power worldwide. This has allowed it to guarantee U.S. access to the global commons, assure the safety of the homeland, and underwrite security commitments around the globe. U.S. grand strategy assumes that such advantages will continue indefinitely. In fact, they are already starting to disappear. Several events in recent years have demonstrated that traditional means and methods of projecting power and accessing the global commons are growing increasingly obsolete--becoming "wasting assets," in the language of defense strategists. The diffusion of advanced military technologies, combined with the continued rise of new powers, such as China, and hostile states, such as Iran, will make it progressively more expensive in blood and treasure-- perhaps prohibitively expensive--for U.S. forces to carry out their missions in areas of vital interest, including East Asia and the Persian Gulf. Military forces that do deploy successfully will find it increasingly difficult to defend what they have been sent to protect. Meanwhile, the U.S. military's long-unfettered access to the global commons--including space and cyberspace--is being increasingly challenged. Recently, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates argued in these pages for a more "balanced" U.S. military, one that is better suited for the types of irregular conflicts now being waged in Afghanistan and Iraq. However, he also cautioned, "It would be irresponsible not to think about and prepare for the future." Despite this admonition, U.S. policymakers are discounting real future threats, thereby increasing the prospect of strategic surprises. What is needed is nothing short of a fundamental strategic review of the United States' position in the world--one similar in depth and scope to those undertaken in the early days of the Cold War.

Heg Declining – China

US hegemony is being eclipsed by new powers like China.

Kang ‘10

Seung-woo, Staff reporter, “Korea Holding Breath over Greek debt crisis”, May 9, 2010, Korea Times, http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9752390093&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9752390096&cisb=22_T9752390095&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=174045&docNo=15
In preparation for the possibility of the current jitters diffusing into the entire European region, the FSC has decided to ratchet up monitoring of the financial market and European funds' in- and outflows," the top financial watchdog said in a statement. Following the Wall Street crisis, U.S. hegemony has been gradually eclipsed by the rise of new economic powers such as China, Brazil and India. The debt crisis in Europe is expected to speed up the ongoing power shift that is moving the center of global politics and economics toward the East from the West, as the current crisis is slowing Europe's recovery more than in other parts of the world. The German economy contracted by five percent last year and Britain also posted a negative growth of 4.9 percent, along with Greece at minus two percent and Spain at minus 3.6 percent with the United States at minus 2.4 percent last year. In contrast, major Asian economies enjoyed robust growth despite the economic crisis. The Chinese economy jumped by 8.7 percent last year and soared 11.9 in the Jan.-to-March period from a year ago. Korea, which recorded a 0.2 percent growth in 2009, surged 7.8 percent in the first three months of 2010. As a result, the region is expected to play a more important role in the world economy in the post-crisis era. "The Asian markets will attract more attention than before. Asian nations, such as China and India, have tallied solid growth rates, so neighborhoods are enjoying the side-effects," Lee said. "Asian bonds draw interest because they are seen as safe assets thanks to a sound financial and economic status," he added. Hwang also predicts a brighter prospect on the Asian market. "In terms of money flows, Asia has more potential because its economy is now considered more resilient," he said.

Heg Declining – Middle East

In the Middle East, American hegemony is eroding.

Bubalo ‘10

Anthony, Director of West Asia program at Lowy Institute for International Policy, “Ambivalence on the Middle East Does Not Work, The Australian, May 3, 2010, http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9752390093&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9752390096&cisb=22_T9752390095&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=244777&docNo=16
As US regional influence declines, equivocality is a luxury we cannot afford. THE results of the forthcoming Lowy Institute Poll suggest Australians continue to be ambivalent about the Middle East. But the end of US hegemony in the region and the Middle East's reconnection with Asia mean that such an attitude is no longer sustainable. The 2010 poll finds that Australians remain fairly evenly divided about participation in the war in Afghanistan, albeit with more opposed (54 per cent) than supportive (43 per cent). That ambivalence is reflected in the policy of successive Australian governments. Australia has done just enough to satisfy alliance requirements in Afghanistan, but not so much as to risk greater community antipathy. The poll also asked which of Iran's nuclear program, instability in Pakistan and the war in Afghanistan was the greatest threat to Australian security. Iran came out marginally ahead (35 per cent) of Pakistan (31 per cent), with Afghanistan last (26 per cent). This raises the interesting possibility that Australians believe their government should do more on the Iranian nuclear issue than on Afghanistan. Nevertheless, the fact that Australians were more or less evenly split about these threats is another sign of continued, collective ambivalence. Such an attitude will be challenged by two major changes under way in the region. The first is the end of American hegemony. It is often forgotten that American hegemony in the Middle East -- in the sense of an overwhelmingly dominant position -- dates only to 1991. During the Cold War, the competing power of the Soviet Union and the US limited what each could do. The American defeat of Iraq in 1991, and the Soviet Union's meek acquiescence in the war, signalled a change. After 1991, Washington could contemplate ways to transform the Middle East, something that was unthinkable in the Cold War era. Under Bill Clinton, it sought transformation via Israeli-Arab peace; under George W. Bush it sought change via democratic revolution. Yet the next two decades only demonstrated the limits of US power. Israeli-Arab peace proved elusive, despite the microscopic attention of Clinton. Bush's democratic revolution never escaped the tar pit of its birth, Iraq. Iran, meanwhile, moved steadily towards a nuclear capability. The end of America's hegemony does not mean the end of US power in the Middle East, but it does mean a change in perceptions of that power. As former French foreign minister Herbert Vedrine once observed of US hegemony globally, it was not oppressive, but existed ``in people's heads'' -- and so it has been in the Middle East. Had the US been more successful, or less ambitious, in its designs for regional transformation over the past two decades, it might still be in people's heads. Instead, diplomatic and military failures have confirmed in the minds of foes and friends that American hegemony has proven to be something less than was initially promised or feared. Which brings us to the second major change under way in the Middle East: the region's reconnection with Asia. Today, the rise of China and India and an expanding web of economic and strategic links across the Asian continent are reviving the old idea of ``the Orient'' as one region stretching horizontally from the Middle East to East Asia. The Middle East's reintegration into Asia is not just economic. West Asia has become East Asia's energy lifeline, a fact already feeding into Asian rivalries. For example, Japan's decision in 2006 to increase to 40 per cent the amount of its oil secured by Japanese-owned companies followed the success of Chinese companies in getting access to Middle East (and African) oil resources. This reconnection with Asia is also helping to erode American hegemony. China cannot challenge US military power in the region, but regional states are being drawn to China's economic power. Iran is already leveraging that power, but even US allies in the Gulf, still reliant on American brute force for their external security, are increasingly dependent on China for their economic security. They may not want to choose between America and China, but while China's thirst for energy is causing their economies to boom, their association with American policy, or the presence of US military forces inside their borders, has been destabilising domestically. In Saudi Arabia, for example, it has long seen US forces moved out of the country. Some may celebrate the end of US hegemony, but it will leave even greater uncertainty in the region. It will see regional and extra-regional states jockey even more to protect their interests and project their power. In coming years, the region may witness a nuclear-armed Iran, an Israeli military strike on Iran, a regional nuclear arms race, or perhaps all three.

Heg Declining – Asia

Although the US has a large presence in Asia, US hegemony there is declining.

Muzaffar ‘09

Chandra, Professor of Global Studies at Universiti Sains Malaysia, “End looks near for American hegemony”, New Straits Times, November 10, 2009, http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9752401615&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9752390096&cisb=22_T9752401618&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=151977&docNo=3
THE role the United States should play in a future East Asia Community was apparently one of the unresolved issues at the recent 16-nation East Asia Summit (EAS) in Hua Hin, Thailand. The truth is, the US is already a significant player in the region. This is not just the result of the deep economic and political ties that the US enjoys with most of the 10 Asean states, China, Japan, South Korea, India, Australia and New Zealand. Huge American military bases with tens of thousands of soldiers and some of the most sophisticated weaponry on earth are spread throughout Asia and the Pacific. The US has over the years forged security alliances with some of the governments in the region and continues to sell arms to many of them. Neither the EAS, Asean+3 (China, Japan and South Korea) nor Asean itself - the driving force behind the other two formations - has, at the collective level, questioned the overwhelming US military presence. The US quest for global hegemony - military power is a critical pillar of this - has never been on the formal agenda of any of the meetings of these groupings. And yet, East Asia has also been a victim of the push for global dominance and control. It was because of a tussle precipitated by the desire for hegemony that the Korean Peninsula was partitioned in 1953. More than four million people were killed mainly in Vietnam, but also in Cambodia and Laos in the 1960s and 1970s largely because of the politics of hegemony. In Indonesia, a million people were massacred in the wake of a right-wing coup in 1965 related to hegemonic politics. In the Philippines, US hegemonic power helped to perpetuate a corrupt and greedy dictator for 14 years before he was ousted by a popular uprising in 1986. Other direct and indirect consequences of hegemony also manifest themselves in East Asia. The global climate-change and economic crises are inextricably linked to hegemony, just as hegemony is the barrier to both the emergence of global democracy and the universal application of international law in a number of spheres. It is partly because of US and Western hegemony that the autonomous intellectual development of Asia - in spite of its profoundly rich philosophical values - has been stymied. If the present generation of political leaders in East Asia is generally less critical of hegemony (compared to, say, the new crop of leaders in Latin America), it is mainly because the region's relationship with the US appears to have brought a degree of prosperity to segments of society. Easy access to the huge American consumer market and massive American investments in East Asia are among the many reasons that explain the spectacular growth of Singapore, Korea, China, and other economies in the region. Nonetheless, in Hua Hin, East Asian leaders readily acknowledged that they could no longer rely on the US and the West to consume the cheap goods produced in their region, as the latter's economic recovery was slow and impeded by major structural obstacles. It is worth observing that if cheap consumer goods from Asia help to sustain a certain lifestyle in the West today, there was a time when cheap raw materials from the region propelled the West's industrialisation and economic development. The realisation that instead of remaining a mere supplier of goods, East Asia has to strengthen domestic demand and become less dependent upon the West is a positive sign. What this entails is raising the standard of living of the vast majority of the populace, redistributing wealth more equitably, focusing upon scientific research and technological innovation, and enhancing regional trade and cooperation. At Hua Hin, it was even proposed that East Asia establish its own currency in order to strengthen its financial independence. This sort of thinking began developing in the aftermath of the 1998 Asian financial crisis, when some governments in the region were rudely awakened to the fact that the International Monetary Fund was more interested in protecting Western banks than in salvaging Asian economies. Governments in East Asia should now demonstrate even greater determination to safeguard their nations' independence and stave off hegemony, for a reason that may seem paradoxical. US hegemony is declining. Its own economic and social malaise, its inability to impose its will upon others in spite of its military supremacy, especially in the Middle East, the revolt of the masses against US dominance in much of Latin America, and the ascendancy of a number of other centres of power such as China, India and Russia, all indicate that the era of overbearing US power is coming to an end. One should not expect this declining power to ride quietly into the sunset. It is not inconceivable that the US will try to perpetuate its hegemonic power by seeking to dominate East Asia, the planet's most dynamic region, accounting for more than 50 per cent of the world's foreign currency reserves. There is a precedent of sorts in recent history. When the British empire - once the world's most powerful - discovered it was totally emasculated despite victory in World War 2, it sought to resurrect itself by hitching on to the US wagon, the world's most powerful nation. In the last 60-odd years, Britain has played a pivotal role in most of America's imperial designs. We have to be wary of this: hegemonic powers sometimes reincarnate themselves.
Heg Declining – Iraq

The era of American hegemony is over–from the Iraq war.

Bair ‘09

Jennifer, professor of Sociology at University of Colorado, “The New Hegemon? Contingency and Agency in the Asian Age”, Journal of World-Systems Research, 2009, Volume XV, Number 2, pp. 220-227, http://jwsr.ucr.edu/archive/vol15/Entire-vol15n2.pdf#page=91

In Arrighi’s view, we are experiencing a transition from one regime to a new, as-yet undetermined one, and the (modest) question he sets out to answer is what this transition augurs for the future of global capitalism, the health of the planet, and the well-being of humanity. It is in this sense that the more recent book begins where the earlier one leaves off: It is now late autumn for the U.S.-centered regime of accumulation, and the era of American hegemony is over. The war in Iraq, and the failure of the larger Project for a New American Century of which it was part, is central for understanding how the relationship of the US to the rest of the world reached the point of “domination without hegemony” that characterizes it today. Arrighi’s contention is that whatever the final outcome of the war itself, the difficulties that the US encountered in waging it were deeply revealing, both of its inability to enlist the widespread support of other countries, who no longer trust the United States to lead the world in ways that enhance the well-being and security of all, and of its dependence on military might to sustain its economic and political objectives. Insofar as this neoconservative-inspired project was intended to stave off decline and prolong America’s power, its implementation under the Bush administration proved profoundly counterproductive, as it laid bare in the starkest way imaginable the limits of that power.  In The Long Twentieth Century, Arrighi hypothesized that the dislocations of the 1970s— the Vietnam war, the social and political unrest that surrounded it, the economic shock of the oil crisis and the long period of malaise that followed—could be interpreted as the signal crisis of American hegemony. Although he made no specific predictions about the nature or precise timing of the eventual terminal crisis that would some decades hence mark the definitive end of U.S. hegemony, one of the central claims of Adam Smith in Beijing is that the Iraq war constitutes such a crisis. Subsequent events—specifically, the global economic meltdown precipitated by the sub- prime mortgage morass in U.S. financial markets—confirmed Arrighi’s views in this regard, as he stated unequivocally in a recent interview with David Harvey, published earlier this year in New Left Review: “With the bursting of the housing bubble, what we are observing now is, quite clearly, the terminal crisis of US financial centrality and hegemony” (2009, p. 90).

Heg Declining/A2: Military Key

US leadership is coming to an end; military power is now becoming just a small part of dominance

Nye ‘09

Joseph S., professor of Harvard and author The Powers to Lead, “Authority lies in smart power”, The Australian, September 22, 2009, http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9753721599&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9753723702&cisb=22_T9753723701&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=244777&docNo=21
THE US government's National Intelligence Council projects that US dominance will be ``much diminished'' by 2025, and that the one key area of continued US superiority -- military power -- will be less significant in the competitive world of the future. Russian President Dmitri Medvedev has called the 2008 global financial crisis a sign that the US's global leadership is coming to an end. Canada's opposition Liberal Party leader, Michael Ignatieff, suggests that US power has passed its midday. How can we know if these predictions are correct? One should beware of misleading metaphors of organic decline. Countries are not like humans with predictable life spans. For example, after Britain lost its US colonies at the end of the 18th century, Horace Walpole lamented Britain's reduction to ``as insignificant a country as Denmark or Sardinia''. He failed to see that the industrial revolution would give Britain a second century of even greater ascendancy. Rome remained dominant for more than three centuries after the apogee of Roman power. Even then, Rome did not succumb to another state, but suffered a death of a thousand cuts inflicted by various barbarian tribes. Indeed, for all the fashionable predictions of China, India or Brazil surpassing the US in the coming decades, the classical transition of power among great states may be less of a problem than the rise of modern barbarians -- non-state actors. So what will it mean to wield power in the global information age of the 21st century? What resources will produce power? In the 16th century, control of colonies and gold bullion gave Spain the edge; 17th-century Holland profited from trade and finance; 18-century France gained from its larger population and armies; and 19-century British power rested on its industrial primacy and its navy. Conventional wisdom has always held that the state with the largest military prevails, but in an information age it may be the state (or non-state) with the best story that wins. Today, it is far from clear how the balance of power is measured, much less how to develop successful survival strategies. In his inaugural address this year, US President Barack Obama stated that ``our power grows through its prudent use; our security emanates from the justness of our cause, the force of our example, the tempering qualities of humility and restraint''. Shortly thereafter, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said: ``America cannot solve the most pressing problems on our own, and the world cannot solve them without America. We must use what has been called smart power: the full range of tools at our disposal.'' Smart power means the combination of the hard power of command and the soft power of attraction. The distribution of power varies with context. Power distribution resembles a three-dimensional chess game. On the top chessboard, military power is largely unipolar, and the US is likely to remain the only superpower for some time. But on the middle chessboard, economic power has already been multi-polar for more than a decade, with the US, Europe, Japan, and China as the major players, and others gaining in importance. The bottom chessboard is the realm of cross-border transactions that occur outside of government control. It includes diverse non-state actors, such as bankers electronically transferring sums larger than most national budgets and, at the other extreme, terrorists transferring weapons or hackers threatening cyber security. It also includes new challenges such as pandemics and climate change. On this bottom board, power is widely dispersed, and it makes no sense to speak of unipolarity, multipolarity, hegemony or any other cliche. The problem for US power in the 21st century is that there are more and more things outside the control of even the most powerful state. Although the US does well on military measures, there is much going on that those measures fail to capture. Under the influence of the information revolution and globalisation, world politics is changing in a way that prevents the US from achieving all its international goals acting alone. For example, international financial stability is vital to American prosperity, but the US needs the co-operation of others to ensure it. Global climate change, too, will affect Americans' quality of life, but the US cannot manage the problem alone. In a world where borders are more porous than ever to drugs to infectious diseases to terrorism, the US must help build international coalitions to address shared challenges. In this sense, power becomes a positive sum game. It is not enough to think in terms of power over others. One must also think in terms of power to achieve goals. On many global issues, empowering others can help to achieve one's own goals. In this world, networks and connectedness become an important source of relevant power. The problem of US power in the 21st century is not one of decline, but of recognising that even the most powerful country cannot achieve its aims without the help.

Counterbalancing Now – China

China is becoming stronger while the US is becoming much weaker.

Pearlman ‘09

Jonathan, Fairfax national security correspondent, “China Flexes Its Muscles”; The Age, December 23, 2009, http://www.lexisnexis.com/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9753721599&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9753723702&cisb=22_T9753723701&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=314239&docNo=14
Rudd's reluctance to accept at least publicly that US dominance in the region is likely to wane was on stark display earlier this year during the release of the Government's much-awaited 20-year security blueprint. The defence white paper candidly envisaged a future for the region in which "other powers rise, and the primacy of the United States is increasingly tested". But Rudd has pointedly refused to envision such a future. "No other power would have the military, economic or strategic capacity to challenge US global primacy over the period covered by this white paper," he said at the press conference in May to release the white paper. Rudd was also less willing to publicly chide China's role at Copenhagen, though he was understood to be furious. In his first press conference yesterday since returning from the summit, he acknowledged "resistance" from developing countries but refused to endorse Britain's claims that China hijacked the summit. "The negotiations among many countries proceeded very effectively - and with various other countries, did not proceed effectively," he said. "We had some resistance from various developing countries against that. The important thing, however, is that the alternatives at the end of the day were this â€” the complete collapse of negotiations, and no deal whatsoever, or the deal that we were able to deliver, which provides three specific breakthroughs for the future." China's military spending and strength remain far behind the US, but its strategic influence is clearly expanding. The Copenhagen summit showed that China is not merely prepared to abandon Deng's calls for a low profile on the global stage, but is able to muster considerable support among other developing nations. Leslie Gelb, a fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations and a former senior US defence official, says China has begun to challenge US policy at international forums by positing itself as the leader of poorer renegade nations and adopting a "spoiler role". "China is emerging both as the number two power in the world and as the number one spoiler of multilateral action â€” from global warming to sanctions against North Korea," he wrote this week on the US website, The Daily Beast. "In addition to China's being stronger than it used to be, the United States is weaker than before and spread thin in military commitments and wars. In particular, America is weaker economically, the weakest it's been comparatively in almost 60 years. It hardly ever was in a position to dictate solutions even at the height of its powers, but today, even its clear position of primacy has been diluted."

Counterbalancing Now – China

China is rising as the new power and has the ability to put our bases and aircraft at risk.

Krepinevich ‘09

Andrew F., President of Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, author and lecturer on US military policy and strategy, Ph. D from Harvard, “The Pentagon’s Wasting Assets”, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 88, Issue 4, p. 18-33, Jul/Aug 2009, http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=mth&AN=42117544&site=ehost-live
IN EAST ASIA, an even more formidable challenge is emerging. China's People's Liberation Army is aggressively developing capabilities and strategies to degrade the U.S. military's ability to project power into the region. The PLA'S buildup is being guided by the lessons drawn by the Chinese military from the two Iraq wars and the 1999 war in the Balkans. The Chinese were particularly impressed by the effectiveness of U.S. precision-strike capabilities and the role played by space systems, which provided reliable navigation and communications, as well as weather, targeting, and missile-warning data. The effort is also being driven by the Chinese experience during the 1995-96 Taiwan Strait crisis, when a U.S. aircraft carrier, the U.S.S. Nimitz, entered the Taiwan Strait to compel China to stand down from its threats to Taiwan. This display of U.S. naval power bolstered China's determination to curb the United States' access to East Asia. Senior Chinese political and military leaders decided it would be foolhardy to challenge the U.S. military head-on. Instead, China is working to combine Western technology with Eastern stratagems, aiming to be able to seize the initiative in the event of a conflict by exploiting the element of surprise. The Chinese approach would entail destroying or disrupting the U.S. military's communications networks and launching preemptive attacks, to the point where such attacks, or even the threat of such attacks, would raise the costs of U.S. action to prohibitive levels. The Chinese call the military capabilities that support this strategy "assassin's mace." The underlying mantra is that assassin's mace weapons and techniques will enable "the inferior" (China) to defeat "the superior" (the United States). Chinese efforts are focused on developing and fielding what U.S. military analysts refer to as "anti-access/area-denial" (A2/AD) capabilities. Generally speaking, Chinese anti-access forces seek to deny U.S. forces the ability to operate from forward bases, such as Kadena Air Base, on Okinawa, and Andersen Air Force Base, on Guam. The Chinese are, for example, fielding large numbers of conventionally armed ballistic missiles capable of striking these bases with a high degree of accuracy. Although recent advances in directed-energy technology--such as solid-state lasers--may enable the United States to field significantly more effective missile defense systems in the next decade, present defenses against ballistic missile attacks are limited. These defenses can be overwhelmed when confronted with missile barrages. The intended message to the United States and its East Asian allies and partners is clear: China has the means to put at risk the forward bases from which most U.S. strike aircraft must operate. Area-denial capabilities are aimed at restricting the U.S. Navy's freedom of action from China's coast out to "the second island chain"-- a line of islands that extends roughly from the southeastern edge of Japan to Guam. The PLA is constructing over-the-horizon radars, fielding unmanned aerial vehicles, and deploying reconnaissance satellites to detect U.S. surface warships at progressively greater distances. It is acquiring a large number of submarines armed with advanced torpedoes and high-speed, sea-skimming ASCMS to stalk U.S. carriers and their escorts. (In 2006, a Chinese submarine surfaced in the midst of a U.S. carrier strike group, much to the U.S. Navy's embarrassment.) And it is procuring aircraft equipped with high-speed ASCMS and fielding antiship ballistic missiles that can strike U.S. carriers at extended ranges. Advanced antiship mines may constrain U.S. naval operations even further in coastal areas. The implications of these efforts are clear. East Asian waters are slowly but surely becoming another potential no-go zone for U.S. ships, particularly for aircraft carriers, which carry short-range strike aircraft that require them to operate well within the reach of the PLA'S A2/AD systems if they want remain operationally relevant. The large air bases in the region that host the U.S. Air Force's short-range strike aircraft and support aircraft are similarly under increased threat. All thus risk becoming wasting assets. If the United States does not adapt to these emerging challenges, the military balance in Asia will be fundamentally transformed in Beijing's favor. This would increase the danger that China might be encouraged to resolve outstanding regional security issues through coercion, if not aggression.

Multipolarity Coming Now

Multipolarity is coming now – the idea of sustainable American primacy is a myth – those who won’t admit the decline of the US are merely saving face

Gray ‘09

Colin S. Gray, Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, “AFTER IRAQ: THE SEARCH FOR A SUSTAINABLE NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY,” January 2009, Strategic Studies Institute, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB902.pdf

Some Americans have been so smitten with the ideology of primacy, despite the experience in Iraq since 2003, that they cannot quite sign on to the assumption that a worthy “super” enemy or coalition of enemies will emerge over the next several decades. But such an emergence is precisely the prediction on the part of the author, and it is a current assumption of many, though by no means all, of America’s strategic theorists and commentators. Understandably and probably wisely, the government is publicly uncommitted on the subject of the duration of the American hegemony. Obviously, American officials do not wish to predict their country’s decline and fall from ascendancy. Regional great powers such as China, India, Russia, possibly EU-Europe, Brazil, and Iran, among others, must balance the value of a faraway U.S. hegemon with a distant homeland, against the political insult and damage to local ambitions and interests that such a hegemon inflicts. Americans can assume with confidence that their current global role as guardian of order increasingly will be opposed by rising states and coalitions, most especially in East Asia.

Heg Decline Inevitable/A2: Military Intervention Solves

US Global Hegemony is inevitably going to decline; military intervention doesn’t make a difference anymore. 

Shor, ‘09

Francis Shor, teacher at Wayna State University, author of Dying Empire; US Imperialism and Global Resistance, December 2, 2009, http://hnn.us/articles/120872.html
Old habits die hard, especially imperialist ones. Imperial imperatives, whether economic, geopolitical, or ideological, persist because the ruling elites are dependent on them. In order to conceal imperialist objectives, presidents and other leaders of the US political class rely on the rhetoric of national security and America’s supposed benevolent global purpose. And, so, with President Obama’s announcement of sending 30,000 more US troops to Afghanistan, the cadets at West Point and the viewing public once more heard that our national security was at stake. A spreading “cancer,” threatening to metastasize throughout Afghanistan and Pakistan, had to be militarily extirpated. Conveniently overlooking the correlation between the growth of a Pashtun insurgency and US occupation, Obama tried to wrap his rhetoric in the resonances of 9/11 and the longer shadow of US-sponsored global security. No mention of the politics of pipelines, only the “noble struggle for freedom.” Once more an imperial mission was hidden behind an ideological smokescreen. Yet, this continuing military intervention, even with a well-timed exit strategy, cannot stop the inexorable march of declining US global hegemony. It is proving more difficult to round-up an international posse for this so-called “reluctant sheriff.” Although Obama made obtuse allusions to NATO allies in Afghanistan, many countries are pulling out, the most recent being Canada and the Netherlands. In Afghanistan and Pakistan, civilian casualties from US drone attacks continue, even in the face of universal condemnation by human rights organizations. All of Obama’s rhetorical skills cannot hide these hideous facts on the ground. Added to these egregious war crimes are other instances of on-going US arrogance from refusing to sign the landmine treaty to expanding military bases in Colombia. When Obama cites, as he did in his West Point address, US criticism of tyranny, he pointedly neglects Colombia’s abysmal human rights record. Alluding briefly to the “fraud” of the recent Afghanistan presidential election, Obama ignores the endemic corruption and tyranny of US allies among Tajik warlords. In Honduras, while Obama seemed to signal opposition to the brutal coup against Zelaya, he eventually reconciled US policy with support for an illegitimate presidential election there. From Latin America to the Middle East and South Asia, the US is more and more a declining and isolated power, alienated from the aspirations of people throughout these regions. Beyond the growing geopolitical isolation, the Obama Administration’s Wall Street economic orientation is on the defensive against erstwhile allies like England and France and major investors like China. Even the 2008 US National Intelligence Council’s report on Global Trends in 2025 predicted declining US power and constrained leverage. For all Obama’s efforts to use “smart” power to navigate during this period of decline, he cannot, as a member of the political class, acknowledge that decline and eschew, in the process, an imperial agenda. At best, he may try to find ways to bargain with the inevitable death of the empire. But bargaining, as psychologist Elisabeth Kubler-Ross noted in her classic study of death and dying, is a temporary and last-ditch effort to escape the inevitable. For historian Eric Hobsbawm, “the age of empires is dead. We shall have to find another way of organizing the globalized world of the twenty-first century.” And we will have to do it against those elite forces, whether neo-conservative or neo-liberal, that are incapable of ending their self-appointed imperial missions.

Extended War Kills Heg

Engaging in extended wars leads to a decline of hegemony—Vietnam proves

Beeson ‘09

Mark, Winthrop Professor in Political Science and International Relations at the University of Western Australia, Review of International Studies, “Hegemonic Transition in East Asia? The dynamics of Chinese and American power”2009, 35, 95-112, http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayFulltext?type=1&fid=3291836&jid=RIS&volumeId=35&issueId=01&aid=3291832 
The possibility that inter-state warfare is not simply increasingly redundant but a counter-productive contributor to hegemonic decline is confirmed by America’s own experiences. Although most recent attention has focused on the ‘fiasco’ in Iraq, it is worth remembering why so many make a comparison with America’s earlier experience in Vietnam. Not only did Vietnam have a massive negative impact on the US domestically, but it also inaugurated – for a generation, at least – a period of diminished ambitions and a greater reluctance to intervene overseas generally and in East Asia in particular. Equally importantly as far as the US’s overall hegemonic position was concerned, Vietnam sapped America’s own economic strength, while simultaneously allowing its competitors in Europe and Asia to catch up. Indeed, one of the great ironies and contradictions of America’s preoccupation with grand strategy was that it was instrumental in cultivating successful capitalist economies like Japan, which would ultimately have an ambivalent impact on its own economic position.37 History seems to be repeating itself. As Arrighi observes, ‘all the evidence seems to point to China as the real winner of the War on Terrorism whether or not the US eventually succeeds in breaking the back of al Qaeda and the Iraqi insurgency’.38 

A2: Collapse Bad – Allies Fill In

Allies will fill in declines in US hegemony – solves the impact – US policy elites exaggerate the necessity of the US for global stability

Layne and Schwarz, ‘09

Christopher Layne and Benjamin Schwarz, Christopher Layne is a professor of government at Texas A&M and a consultant to the National Intelligence Council. Benjamin Schwarz is literary and national editor of the Atlantic, 2009, “AMERICAN HEGEMONY--WITHOUT AN ENEMY,” http://www.u.arizona.edu/~volgy/LayneSchwarzAmericanHegemony.html

As the draft of the Defense Planning Guidance stated, the United States ``will retain the pre-eminent responsibility for addressing selectively those wrongs which threaten not only our interests but those of our allies or friends, or which could seriously unsettle international relations.'' The assumption is that if Washington cannot solve others' security problems for them, the world order strategy will collapse. Compelled to provide for their own security, others would have to emerge as great or regional powers, build up their conventional forces, possibly acquire nuclear weapons, and generally behave like independent geopolitical actors. U.S. strategists assert that such a process of ``renationalization'' would destroy the reassurance and stability upon which American interests are presumed to rest.  It is, of course, an exaggeration to suggest that the quest for world order will, in Lord Rosebery's phrase, involve the United States in 40 wars simultaneously. But it is not an exaggeration to observe that the strategy of preponderance will inexorably result in a globe-girdling empire. To accept the reasoning behind the calls for American action in the former Yugoslavia--and, more generally, for the U.S. strategy of preponderance in Europe and East Asia--is to accept a permanent and ultimately crushing burden. Arguing last year to maintain a U.S. reassurance strategy in Asia and Europe, a then senior Pentagon policy planner asked: ``If we pull out, who knows what nervousness will result?'' The problem, of course, is that we can never know; therefore, according to the assumptions guiding U.S. security policy, we must always stay.

Heg Bad – Democracy

Desire for hegemony causes war, corruption, and prevents global democracy and international law

Muzaffar ‘09

Chandra, professor of global studies at Universiti Sains Malaysia and president of the International Movement for a Just World, “End looks near for American hegemony,” New Straits Times, November 10, 2009, Pg. 17

The US quest for global hegemony - military power is a critical pillar of this - has never been on the formal agenda of any of the meetings of these groupings. And yet, East Asia has also been a victim of the push for global dominance and control. It was because of a tussle precipitated by the desire for hegemony that the Korean Peninsula was partitioned in 1953. More than four million people were killed mainly in Vietnam, but also in Cambodia and Laos in the 1960s and 1970s largely because of the politics of hegemony. In Indonesia, a million people were massacred in the wake of a right-wing coup in 1965 related to hegemonic politics. In the Philippines, US hegemonic power helped to perpetuate a corrupt and greedy dictator for 14 years before he was ousted by a popular uprising in 1986. Other direct and indirect consequences of hegemony also manifest themselves in East Asia. The global climate-change and economic crises are inextricably linked to hegemony, just as hegemony is the barrier to both the emergence of global democracy and the universal application of international law in a number of spheres.
Heg Bad – Generic

Rise in hegemony has lead to the defeat of great powers

Layne ‘09

Christopher, professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University,  “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality? A Review Essay,” International Security, Volume 34, Number 1, Summer 2009, pp. 147-172, http://www.cato.org/people/christopher-layne
In retrospect, U.S. dominance of the unipolar world since the Soviet Union’s collapse seems like a foregone conclusion. Yet, almost from that moment, there has been a vigorous debate involving both the scholarly and policy communities about the following questions: How long can unipolarity last? Should U.S. grand strategy seek to maintain unipolarity and American hegemony? Will other states attempt to balance against the United States?5 Some neorealist scholars warned that unipolarity would boomerang against the United States.6 They expected that unipolarity would be transitory. Drawing on balance of power theory and defensive realism, these scholars noted that in international politics there is an almost-ironclad rule that great powers balance—internally or externally, or both—against aspiring hegemons. They buttressed their forecasts by pointing to the historical record concerning the fates of past contenders for hegemony: the attempts to gain hegemony in Europe by the Hapsburgs (under Charles V and Philip II), France (under Louis XIV and Napoleon), and Germany (under Wilhelm II and Adolph Hitler) were all defeated by the resistance of other great powers. The United States, they argued, would suffer the same fate by attempting to maintain its post–Cold War hegemony. As events transpired, however, the fate of earlier hegemons has not befallen the United States. 

Too much U.S. Hegemony will lead to opposition from other countries.

Roberts ‘10

Paul Craig, a frequent contributor to Global Research, and economist, and Assistant Secretary of the Treasury during President Reagan's first term, “The Road to Armageddon: The Insane Drive for American Hegemony Threatens Life on Earth,” http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=17821, Global Research, February 26, 2010

The U.S. has already encircled Iran with military bases. The U.S. government intends to neutralize China by seizing control over the Middle East and cutting China off from oil. This plan assumes that Russia and China, nuclear armed states, will be intimidated by U.S. anti-missile defenses and acquiesce to U.S. hegemony and that China will lack oil for its industries and military. The U.S. government is delusional. Russian military and political leaders have responded to the obvious threat by declaring NATO a direct threat to the security of Russia and by announcing a change in Russian war doctrine to the pre-emptive launch of nuclear weapons. The Chinese are too confident to be bullied by a washed up American “superpower.” The morons in Washington are pushing the envelop of nuclear war. The insane drive for American hegemony threatens life on earth. The American people, by accepting the lies and deceptions of “their” government, are facilitating this outcome.

U.S. Hegemony has not helped with peace in the past.

Lubbers ‘09

Ruud, a Dutch Politician, served as Prime Minister of the Netherlands, Harvard International Review, http://www.entrepreneur.com/tradejournals/article/205506314.html, “Finding multilateral solutions global cooperation in nuclear non-proliferation,” Summer 2009

Following the end of the Cold War, the United States lost considerable respect for the United Nations, damaging the efficiency and credibility of the international institution. While US President George H.W. Bush believed that it was still important to receive support from the UN Security Council in order to liberate Kuwait, his son US President George W. Bush deliberately circumvented international approval, employed US Secretary of State Colin Powell to convince the UN of inevitable military action, and only later apologized for the misinformation. Furthermore, the position of UN Secretary General Kofi Annan was undermined by mishandled Iraqi "Oil for Food[image: image2.png]


" accusations and other high profile scandals. In this way, US hegemony did not bring the world--or even the United States itself--peace and prosperity.

Heg Bad – Terrorism

As a superpower, US’ foreign presence in Islamic societies results in terrorist backlash. 

Thayer and Hudson ‘10

Thayer and Hudson. Thayer is a professor of Political Science at Baylor University. Hudson is a Professor of Political Science at Brigham Young University. 2010. Bradley A. Thayer. Valerie M. Hudson. International Security: Sex and the Shaheed Insights from the Life Sciences on Islamic Suicide Terrorism. ProjectMuse. 2010

Social science scholars have argued that three factors are responsible for the rise of Islamic suicide terrorism: international anarchy, U.S. hegemonic intervention in Islamic societies, and fundamentalist Islamic belief systems. International politics is anarchic, with no governmental authority above the level of the state in international politics. This is the key difference between domestic politics, where there is typically hierarchic government, and international politics, where there is none to adjudicate disputes and provide protection for citizens.9 The anarchic condition of the international system fosters an environment where war or human rights abuses are always possible. The lack of international governance also permits the persistence of failed states, in which sovereignty is contested by different political factions. In the 1990s, for example, al-Qaida established a presence in the failed state of Sudan. Similarly, the failed state of Afghanistan under the Taliban permitted al-Qaida to flourish; to train a new generation of terrorists; and to become the threat it, its spin-offs, and related groups are today. U.S. hegemony is a second conventional explanation for the rise of Islamic terrorism. As the only remaining superpower at the end of the Cold War, the United States became the world's military, economic, and ideological leader. The unmatched power of the United States allows it to use military force and support allied regimes the world over—including in the Islamic world, causing deep resentment .In 1990, for example, Iraq's invasion of Kuwait resulted in the United States basing forces in Saudi Arabia and significantly expanding its military presence in the Persian Gulf. A consistent rationale that Islamic fundamentalist terrorists have used in defending their actions has been to eliminate the U.S. military presence in the Islamic world, especially in Saudi Arabia (home to Islam's most important religious sites) and expose the United States for the vulnerable and degenerate hegemon they believe it is. Progress toward this objective was achieved shortly before the 2003 invasion of Iraq, when permanently stationed U.S. forces were withdrawn to other locations in the Persian Gulf. Since the invasion, Islamic fundamentalist terrorists have redoubled their efforts to force the United States from the region.
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