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Uniqueness

U.S. presence stabilizes volatile regions and assures global security.
Thayer 2006 [Bradley A., Assoc. Prof. Defense and Strategic Studies @ Mo. State U, “In Defense of Primacy,” in The National Interest, Nov/Dec, Proquest]
Throughout history, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power – Rome, Britain, or the United States today. Scholars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics. Everything we think of when we consider the current international order – free trade, a robust monetary regime, increasing respect for human rights, growing democratization – is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history’s most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages followed Rome’s collapse; Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. Without U.S. power, the liberal order created by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Ral Dormer sang: “You don’t know what you’ve got (until you lose it).” Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washington and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated relationships aligned – between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson’s vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington’s interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war’s likelihood, particularly war’s worst form: great power wars.
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U.S. presence central to European security psych; withdrawal means breaking alliance.

Raymond A. Millen, Director of European Security Studies at the Strategic Studies Institute, 04. (The Strategic Studies Institute) http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub369.pdf.  Pg. 4-5

Withdrawal from Europe carries significant strategic drawbacks though. Despite the advantages of basing ground forces in the United States, the effect on NATO would ultimately prove more deleterious to U.S. national security because it would directly affect the U.S. relationship with all NATO nations. Critics, who continue to harp on the lack of threat brought about by the fall of the Soviet empire, are intellectually mired in the Cold War. That the NATO Alliance no longer serves its original purpose is self-evident: from collective self-defense to the defense of collective interests. NATO has and continues to realign its vision, missions, and structure to address the new strategic realities. Simply put, NATO is no longer just a security umbrella for the protection of Europe; its shade has extended beyond. Just as the wheel has evolved exponentially beyond the original intent of its inventor, NATO has evolved beyond the wildest dreams of its creators.

The presence of U.S. ground troops in Europe represents a tangible U.S. commitment to NATO. The manner of this commitment differs greatly than the original design. Initially, the United States provided the air power (and by implication the nuclear umbrella), the United Kingdom—the sea power—and continental Europe—the land power. The complacency of the continental land powers (including the problems associated with rearming Germany) and the Soviet acquisition of the atomic bomb confounded this security arrangement should the Soviets invade. So the United States stationed permanent ground troops (initially four divisions) in Germany as a trip wire to deter Soviet fait accompli invasion stratagems. American ground presence not only assured Europeans of the U.S. commitment; it also enhanced the influence of the United States in European security matters and engendered a binding trust in America among the allies. Admittedly, in terms of military power, U.S. air and naval power in Europe was substantial; nevertheless these forces were not as visible to the Europeans as ground forces, and because these forces could withdraw quickly out of harm’s way, their assurance to the Europeans could never match the presence of ground troops. Hence psychologically, U.S. ground forces provided greater security to the European psyche.

Had NATO and the United States not weathered a slew of crises together—Suez, 1956; Hungary, 1956; Berlin, 1961; France, 1967; Czechoslovakia, 1968; and Soviet saber rattling throughout the 1970s and 1980s—perhaps the issue of ground forces would be minor. But the fact remains, U.S. ground forces’ presence during these events reassured Europeans that American commitment through NATO remained stalwart. At this stage in the relationship, a withdrawal in any form (e.g., further reductions) represents a definitive break from the Alliance, a separation presaging the final divorce. To a continent steeped in diplomatic cynicism, American assurances to the contrary are meaningless.
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U.S. withdrawal leaves European defense to unprepared EU RRF, EU RRF only burden to U.S.

Raymond A. Millen, Director of European Security Studies at the Strategic Studies Institute, 04. (The Strategic Studies Institute) http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub369.pdf.  Pg. 5-6

Inevitably, Europe will distance itself from the United States as well. European Security and Defense Policy (ESDP) proponents will pounce on any opportunity to marginalize U.S. leadership in Europe, and a withdrawal would serve as a pretext to advance the EU agenda.

Because space abhors a vacuum, pan European politicos will use the withdrawal to advance their EU Rapid Reaction Force (EU RRF) initiative. For those unfamiliar with EU foreign policy, the EU RRF appears as a pragmatic and necessary force to revitalize European militaries. Professed as a fully modern, interoperable, expeditionary force of 60,000 troops, the EU RRF would play a larger role in coalition warfare and shoulder an equitable burden of military expenditures with the United States. As with prior European military ventures, the devil has always been in the details. Two enduring security matters plague the EU—inattentiveness to military readiness and embryonic federal institutions.

As the headline goal for the establishment of the EU RRF was 2003, European rhetoric has overreached badly. To date, the idea of a European expeditionary force is more figment than reality.2 In addition to insufficient troop strength, the EU RRF lacks adequate numbers of precision weapons, refueling aircraft, surveillance equipment, secure communications, and intra-theater airlift; and acquisition of these are at least a decade away. U.S. Ambassador to NATO R. Nicholson Burns has repeatedly warned that the European contribution to modern military operations will remain meager for years.3 European assurances regarding progress in the field of modernization are cold gruel for the United States, which must shoulder the security burden while Europe ambles along.

Of all the military deficiencies, airlift capabilities are the most pertinent. Power projection defines the added value a nation brings to modern security alliances, and the issue of credible airlift capabilities directly affects Europe’s caliber of deterrence. As long as EU power projection capabilities remain mediocre, the use of a force mechanism, which is integral to deterrence, is missing. Adversarial parties may be willing to conduct talks with the EU, but they will not take them seriously. Moreover, without the ability to conduct initial entry operations, the EU RRF brings no added value to the United States in times of crisis. What practical reason is there for the United States to engage in coalition building with the EU?4

Europe wants U.S. ground presence, not extended deterrence.

David S. Yost, Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, 09. (International affairs (London) (0020-5850), 85 (4)) Wiley Blackwell Full Collection. Pg. 769-70

Some European observers point out that the various allied roles in the nuclear posture show that assurance is a ‘two-way street’. By shouldering nuclear risks and responsibilities, despite some domestic political opposition, the allies demonstrate to the United States their commitment to the transatlantic link and the NATO nuclear posture and thereby gain influence in allied decision-making with respect to nuclear issues.39 Partly for this reason, some European experts have expressed serious doubts about the advisability of relying on US nuclear systems at sea or in North America as a substitute for US nuclear forces in Europe. Among other advantages, the presence in Europe of US nuclear weapons enables allies to contribute directly to the nuclear deterrent posture and to demonstrate NATO’s capability to undertake crisis management on a collective basis. 

Consultations make clear that the allies are not simply contributing to one country’s national strategy, but participating in a collective decision-making process. All the allies except France participate in the NPG.40 Consultations contribute to assurance because allies play an active role in the formation of NATO nuclear deterrence policy and participate in the exchange of sensitive information.
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U.S. must maintain presence in Asia to ensure region security.

Stewart Patrick, senior fellow and director of the Program on International Institutions ad Global Governance at the Council on Foreign Relations, 02. (International Studies Review, Vol. 4 No. 1 Spring) Pg. 125

In East Asia, Washington's main strategic challenge has not been to manage a great power's decline but to cope with another's rise. Although the United States and China have clashed frequently over human rights and international trade matters, Edward Friedman predicts that security will continue to dominate Sino-American relations, with potential flashpoints on the Korean Peninsula, the South China Sea, South Asia, and particularly Taiwan. To stabilize Asia, Friedman calls on Washington to maintain a military presence in the region that both reassures China's neighbors and engages Beijing in cooperative security arrangements.

U.S. military presence, past and now, is welcome and wanted by Europe for security.

David S. Yost, Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, 09. (International affairs (London) (0020-5850), 85 (4)) Wiley Blackwell Full Collection. Pg. 767-68

The US military presence in Europe has historically been viewed as an essential proof of Washington’s commitment to the security of the NATO allies, signifying the certainty of direct US involvement in meeting any aggression against the alliance. This deterrence role remains pertinent, although the United States has substantially reduced its conventional military force levels in Europe since the early 1990s.

It is noteworthy in this regard that new allies in Eastern and Central Europe have expressed a willingness to host US and NATO facilities. One of the main reasons given by Czech and Polish supporters of the deployment of US missile defence system elements has been to gain the presence of US troops on their soil. Whatever happens with the missile defence plans under the new US administration, these countries remain interested in hosting US or NATO facilities. Radek Sikorski, the Polish foreign minister, declared in November 2008 that, although Poland joined the alliance in 1999, it had so far received only a promise of a NATO conference centre. ‘Everyone agrees’, he added, ‘that countries that have US soldiers on their territory do not get invaded.’36

Hungary’s willingness to host NATO’s new strategic airlift capability initiative is significant in this respect. The base at Papa will host three C-17 aircraft and over 150 personnel, with the majority scheduled to arrive from the United States in the spring and summer of 2009. The commander of the heavy airlift wing will be a US Air Force officer. Hungary will make a disproportionate contribution to the staffing of the base facilities. It is reasonable to presume that the Hungarian government sees a deterrence benefit in hosting a NATO installation with substantial US military participation.
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