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1NC Hegemony DA
A. U.S. military primacy is high – an aggressive force posture makes it sustainable, and there are no challengers
Brooks and Wohlforth 2008 [Stephen G. and William C., Profs. Gov’t @ Dartmouth, World out of Balance, p. 28-9]

The United States spends more on defense than all the other major military powers combined, and most of those powers are its allies. Its massive investments in the human, institutional, and technological requisites of military power, cumulated over many decades, make an effort to match U.S. capabilities even more daunting than the grit spending numbers imply. Military research and development (R&D) may best capture the scale of the long-term investments that give United States a dramatic qualitative edge in military capabilities. table 2.1 shows, in 2004 U.S. military R&D expenditures were me than six times greater than those of Germany, Japan, France, and Britain combined. By some estimates over half the military R&D expenditures in the world are American.' And this disparity has been sustained for decades: over the past 30 years, for example, the United States has harvested over three times more than the entire European Union on military R&D.'5

These vast commitments have created a preeminence in military capabilities vis-à-vis all the other major powers that is unique after the seventeenth century. While other powers could contest US forces near their homelands, especially over issues on which nuclear deterrence is credible, the United States is and will long remain the only state capable of projecting major military power globally.  This capacity arises from “command of the commons” –that is, unassailable military dominance over the sea, air, and space.  As Barry Posen puts it,

“Command of the commons is the key military enabler of the US global power position.  It allows the United States to exploit more fully other sources of power including its own economic and military might as well as the economic and military might of its allies.  Command of the commons also helps the United States to weaken its adversaries, by restricting their access to economic, military and political assistance….Command of the commons provides the United States with more useful military potential for a hegemonic foreign policy than any other offshore power has ever had.
1NC Hegemony DA
B. Withdrawal creates immediate regional power vacuums that embolden challengers.

Poffenbarger and Schaefer 2009 [John G., Dept Social Sciences @ Wheeling Jesuit U, and Mark E., Dept History, Philosophy, Poli. Sci. and Religion @ Marietta College, "Searching for Acceptance: The United States and South America," for presentation at the 2009 International Studies Assoc. Annual Conference, February 17, AllAcademic | VP]
It is our contention that a strategy of hegemony is preferable to one of offshore balancing   for several reasons.  First, we believe that the depth and breadth of United States’ interests may   not be best served by the use of regional proxies.  The utilization of regional partners is certainly  a possibility for an actor such as the United States, however off-shore balancing seems to call for  an over reliance on such partners that could weaken United States power and interests.  Second, the realities of the recent Bush administration’s policies may not allow for such a strategic adjustment to offshore balancing.  That is not to say that the United States might not seek to reduce its exposure abroad in some areas, but a move to an off-shore balancing strategy at this time may send the wrong message to allies and potential rivals.  Next, a move away from a strategy of hegemony would likely trigger a power vacuum in some areas. The European Union faces problems of unity, cohesion, willingness, and a lack of structure to deal with most of the situations currently faced by the United States. Russia, while seeing a resurgence of power in recent years, does not appear to currently have global ambitions, but more likely wishes to focus on its “near-abroad”.  (This “near abroad” also seems to lie within United States’ security and economic purview.)  China also appears to currently have limited global interests, as it seeks to finalize its development and gain global energy access, but it also may be searching for ways to alter its relative power in relation to the United States.  Finally, it is our belief that such a dramatic change in strategy may actually trigger more balancing; as such a withdrawal may send a signal of vulnerability and a lack of willingness to latent balancers.  We contend that the United States would be best served by maintaining its current position in the international system, and by simply taking steps to mitigate the motivations for balancing while seeking to attract bandwagoners.  
1NC Hegemony DA
C. Sustained unipolar hegemony prevents multiple scenarios for nuclear conflict.
Kagan 2007 [Robert, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Hoover Institution - Stanford U, in Policy Review, No 144, 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 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. 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 magic key to 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.
2NC Heg High – Military/Economy

US is the preeminent global leader – our military and economic potential is unmatched.

Ikenberry, Mastanduno, and Wohlforth 2009 [G. John, Prof. Politics and Int'l Affairs @ Princeton U, Michael, Prof. Gov't and Assoc. Dean Social Sciences @ Dartmouth College, and William C., Prof. Gov't @ Dartmouth College, "Unipolarity, State Behavior, and Systemic Consequences," in World Politics, Vol 61, No 1, January, MUSE | VP]
The United States now likely spends more on defense than the rest of the world combined (Table 2). Military research and development (R&D) may best capture the scale of the long-term investments that [End Page 6] now give the United States its dramatic qualitative edge over other states. As Table 2 shows, in 2004 U.S. military expenditures on R&D were more than six times greater than those of Germany, Japan, France, and Britain combined. By some estimates over half of the military R&D expenditures in the world are American, a disparity that has been sustained for decades: over the past thirty years, for example, the United States invested more than three times what the EU countries combined invested in military R&D. Hence, on any composite index featuring these two indicators the United States obviously looks like a unipole. That perception is reinforced by a snapshot of science and technology indicators for the major powers (see Table 3).

These vast commitments do not make the United States omnipotent, but they do facilitate a preeminence in military capabilities vis-à-vis all other major powers that is unique in the post-seventeenth-century experience. While other powers can contest U.S. forces operating in or very near their homelands, especially over issues that involve credible nuclear deterrence, the United States is and will long remain the only state capable of projecting major military power globally.14 This dominant [End Page 8] position is enabled by what Barry Posen calls “command of the commons”—that is, unassailable military dominance over the sea, air, and space. The result is an international system that contains only one state with the capability to organize major politico-military action anywhere in the system.15 No other state or even combination of states is capable of mounting and deploying a major expeditionary force outside its own region, except with the assistance of the United States.
Conventional measures thus suggest that the concentration of military and overall economic potential in the United States distinguishes the current international system from its predecessors over the past four centuries (see Figure 1). As historian Paul Kennedy observed: “Nothing has ever existed like this disparity of power; nothing, . . . I have returned to all of the comparative defense spending and military personnel statistics over the past 500 years that I compiled in The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, and no other nation comes close.”16

The bottom line is that if we adopt conventional definitions of polarity and standard measures of capabilities, then the current international system is as unambiguously unipolar as past systems were multipolar and bipolar.
2NC Heg High – Military/Economy
Military and economic flexibility makes US primacy durable.

Walt 2009 [Stephen M., Prof. Int'l Relations @ Harvard U, "Alliances in a Unipolar World," in World Politics, Vol 61, No 1, January, MUSE | VP]
Despite these ambiguities, Wohlforth is almost certainly correct in describing the current structure of world politics as unipolar. The United States has the world’s largest economy (roughly 60 percent larger than the number two power), and it possesses by far the most powerful military forces. If one includes supplemental spending, U.S. military expenditures now exceed those of the rest of the world combined.21 Despite its current difficulties in Iraq and the recent downturn in the U.S. economy, the United States retains a comfortable margin of superiority over the other major powers. This capacity does not allow the United States to rule large foreign populations by force or to re-create the sort of formal empire once ruled by Great Britain, but it does give the United States “command of the commons” (that is, the ability to operate with near impunity in the air, oceans, and space) and the ability to defeat [End Page 92] any other country (or current coalition) in a direct test of battlefield strength.22 Put differently, the United States is the only country that can deploy substantial amounts of military power virtually anywhere—even in the face of armed opposition—and keep it there for an indefinite period. Moreover, it is able to do this while spending a substantially smaller fraction of its national income on defense than previous great powers did, as well as a smaller fraction than it spent throughout the cold war.23 The United States also enjoys disproportionate influence in key international institutions—largely as a consequence of its economic and military capacities—and casts a large cultural shadow over much of the rest of the world as well.24

In short, America’s daunting capabilities are a defining feature of the contemporary international landscape, the debacle in Iraq and its various fiscal deficits notwithstanding. U.S. primacy shapes the perceptions, calculations, and possibilities available to all other states, as well as to other consequential international actors. Although other states also worry about local conditions and concerns, none can ignore the vast concentration of power in U.S. hands.
It is important to emphasize again the distinction between the general condition of unipolarity and the particular features of the specific unipolar order that exists today. State behavior today is influenced partly by the overall distribution of capabilities, but also by the particular geographic location of the United States, the liberal ideals with which the United States is associated, and the specific historical features and institutional connections inherited from the cold war. Each of these features shapes contemporary alliance dynamics, and any attempt to identify the impact of unipolarity on alliance behavior must take these competing causal factors into account. [End Page 93]

2NC Heg Sustainable – Alternatives Fail
Heg is sustainable and good – alternatives fail and structural advantages

Lieber 2009 [Robert J, Professor of Government at Georgetown University, “Persistent primacy and the future of the American era”, International Politics (2009) 46, 119–139. doi:10.1057/ip.2008.44]
In general, effective alternatives to the role played by the United States tend to be inadequate or absent altogether, and neither the UN, nor other international bodies such as the EU, the African Union, the Arab League or the Association of Southeast Asian Nations offer an effective substitute. As Robert Kagan has observed, ‘American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world’ (Kagan, 2007). In short, on the demand side, there is an ample need for America’s active engagement. What then about the supply side? The domestic costs and complications are evident but need to be weighed in context. The long-term reality of external threats creates a motivation for engagement abroad, as does the possibility of future attacks on the US homeland. During the 2008 presidential campaign, and despite a heated domestic political climate and sharp disagreement about Iraq and the foreign policy of the Bush administration, none of the leading candidates of either party called for dramatic retrenchment. In addition, they largely concurred on the need to increase the size of the armed forces. Indeed, and unlike the Vietnam era, popular support for the troops has been widespread, even among many critics of the Iraq war. Constraints on the capacity of adversaries also need to be taken into account. Russia under Putin has put pressure on its immediate neighbors and seeks to rebuild its armed forces, but Moscow’s ability to regain the superpower status of the former Soviet Union remains limited. The Russian armed forces remain mostly in weakened condition, the total population is half that of the USSR and declining by 700 000 per year, male life expectancy is barely 60 years of age, the economy is overwhelmingly dependent on revenues from oil and natural gas and thus vulnerable to softening world market prices. The long-term stability of its crony capitalism and increasingly authoritarian political system is uncertain. China, despite extraordinary economic growth and modernization, will continue to depend on rapid expansion of trade and the absorption of vast numbers of people moving from the countryside to the cities. It may well become a major military challenger of the United States, first regionally and even globally, but only over the very long term. Demography also works to the advantage of the United States. Most other powerful states, including China and Russia as well as Germany and Japan, face the significant aging of their populations. Although the United States needs to finance the costs of an aging population, this demographic shift is occurring to a lesser extent and more slowly than among its competitors. Mark Haas argues that these factors in global aging ‘will be a potent force for the continuation of US power dominance, both economic and military’ (Haas, 2007, p. 113). Finally, the United States benefits from two other unique attributes, flexibility and adaptability. Time and again, America has faced daunting challenges and made mistakes, yet it has possessed the inventiveness and societal flexibility to adjust and respond successfully. Despite obvious problems, not least the global financial crisis, there is reason to believe that America’s adaptive capacity will allow it to respond to future requirements and threats. None of this assures the maintenance of its world role, but the domestic underpinnings to support this engagement remain relatively robust. Thus for the foreseeable future, US primacy is likely to be sustainable. America’s own national interest – and the fortunes of a global liberal democratic order – depend on it. 
2NC Heg Sustainable – Declinists Wrong
Heg is sustainable – declinists set the bar to high, mistake trends for outcomes, and only look at one measure of power.

Brooks and Wohlforth 2009 [Stephen, Prof. of Government at Dartmouth, William C. Wohlforth, Professor of Government and Chair of the Department of Government at Dartmouth, March/April, “Reshaping the World Order”, EBSCO]
Only a few years ago, pundits were absorbed in debates about American "empire." Now, the conventional wisdom is that the world is rapidly approaching the end of the unipolar system with the United States as the sole superpower. A dispassionate look at the facts shows that this view understates U.S. power as much as recent talk of empire exaggerated it. That the United States weighs more on the traditional scales of world power than has any other state in modern history is as true now as it was when the commentator Charles Krauthammer proclaimed the advent of a "unipolar moment" in these pages nearly two decades ago. The United States continues to account for about half the world's defense spending and one-quarter of its economic output. Some of the reasons for bearishness concern public policy problems that can be fixed (expensive health care in the United States, for example), whereas many of the reasons for bullishness are more fundamental (such as the greater demographic challenges faced by the United States' potential rivals). So why has opinion shifted so quickly from visions of empire to gloomy declinism? One reason is that the United States' successes at the turn of the century led to irrational exuberance, thereby setting unreasonably high standards for measuring the superpower's performance. From 1999 to 2003, seemingly easy U. S. victories in Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq led some to conclude that the United States could do what no great power in history had managed before: effortlessly defeat its adversaries. It was only a matter of time before such pie-in-the-sky benchmarks proved unattainable. Subsequent difficulties in Afghanistan and Iraq dashed illusions of omnipotence, but these upsets hardly displaced the United States as the world's leading state, and there is no reason to believe that the militaries of its putative rivals would have performed any better. The United States did not cease to be a superpower when its policies in Cuba and Vietnam failed in the 1960s; bipolarity lived on for three decades. Likewise, the United States remains the sole superpower today. Another key reason for the multipolar mania is "the rise of the rest." Impressed by the rapid economic growth of China and India, many write as if multipolarity has already returned. But such pronouncements mistake current trajectories for final outcomes--a common strategic error with deep psychological roots. The greatest concern in the Cold War, for example, came not from the Soviet Union's actually attaining parity with the United States but from the expectation that it would do so in the future. Veterans of that era recall how the launch of Sputnik in 1957 fed the perception that Soviet power was growing rapidly, leading some policymakers and analysts to start acting as if the Soviet Union were already as powerful as the United States. A state that is rising should not be confused with one that has risen, just as a state that is declining should not be written off as having already declined. China is generally seen as the country best positioned to emerge as a superpower challenger to the United States. Yet depending on how one measures GDP, China's economy is between 20 percent and 43 percent the size of the United States'. More dramatic is the difference in GDP per capita, for which all measures show China's as being less than 10 percent of the United States'. Absent a 1930s-style depression that spares potential U.S. rivals, the United States will not be replaced as the sole superpower for a very long time. Real multipolarity--an international system of three or more evenly matched powers--is nowhere on the horizon. Relative power between states shifts slowly. This tendency to conflate trends with outcomes is often driven by the examination in isolation of certain components of state power. If the habit during the Cold War was to focus on military power, the recent trend has been to single out economic output. No declinist tract is complete without a passage noting that although the United States may remain a military superpower, economic multipolarity is, or soon will be, the order of the day. Much as highlighting the Soviet Union's military power meant overlooking the country's economic and technological feet of clay, examining only economic output means putting on blinders. In 1991, Japan's economy was two-thirds the size of the United States', which, according to the current popular metric, would mean that with the Soviet Union's demise, the world shifted from bipolarity to, well, bipolarity. Such a partial assessment of power will produce no more accurate an analysis today. Nor will giving in to apprehension about the growing importance of nonstate actors. The National Intelligence Council's report Global Trends 2025 grabbed headlines by forecasting the coming multipolarity, anticipating a power shift as much to nonstate actors as to fast-growing countries. But nonstate actors are nothing new--compare the scale and scope of today's pirates off the Somali coast with those of their eighteenth-century predecessors or the political power of today's multinational corporations with that of such behemoths as the British East India Company--and projections of their rise may well be as much hype as reflections of reality. And even if the power of nonstate actors is rising, this should only increase the incentives for interstate cooperation; nonstate threats do not affect just the United States. Most nonstate actors' behavior, moreover, still revolves around influencing the decisions of states. Nongovernmental organizations typically focus on trying to get states to change their policies, and the same is true of most terrorists. 
2NC Heg Sustainable – Primacy Flexible
Primacy is flexible – any problems can be fixed

Haas 2009 [Lawrence J. Haas, former White House strategist and award-winning journalist, Summer 2009, “Letter from Washington: Don’t Bet on America’s Decline”, http://www.dissentmagazine.org/democratiya/article.php?article=314]
Today’s declinists do not agree on what will cause America’s relative downfall. For some, it’s Iraq that strained our military and displayed the limits of U.S. power. For those who acknowledge America’s startling turnaround in Iraq, it’s Afghanistan that will engulf America in a Vietnam-style quagmire. For others, today’s economic crisis exposed the excesses of U.S.-led capitalism. Their prescription – more governmental regulation that will weaken the leader of the free-market pack. For still others, it’s China’s rise and Russia’s resurgence, the first of which will shift global power to the East and the second of which will restrict U.S. activity abroad. And for others, it’s no one event or U.S. error but instead the unsustainable nature of U.S. unipolarity and the inevitable rise of nations or blocs to counteract it.  Questions for today’s declinists Well, maybe. But, declinists have a few questions to answer. Why will today’s economic distress and military challenge bring America’s decline when prior challenges of greater magnitude did not? What would a post-America world look like, and why should we buy the starry-eyed hopes of America’s fiercest critics that a U.S. retreat would make the world more peaceful and more just? Who or what will supplant the United States atop the world stage, especially when no alternative nation or bloc seems ready to assume the mantle? To be sure, the United States faces big challenges, probably the most complex set in decades. On the economic front, businesses are shedding jobs, credit is frozen, financial institutions are teetering, stocks are weak, and consumer confidence is collapsing. On the military front, America’s armed forces are strained, Afghanistan offers no easy solution, and exploding budget deficits will encourage Obama and Congress to seek the first defense cuts of the post-9/11 period. On the diplomatic front, the United States will try to convince Iran to scrap its nuclear program, to improve its relations with Pakistan while targeting the Taliban and al-Qaeda strongholds in the Northwestern territories, and to strengthen its ties to its European allies even as it clashes with them over strategy and military contributions in Afghanistan. But step back a bit, and prospects for continued U.S supremacy look brighter. The economy has not reached the depths of the 1981-82 recession and – to state the obvious – it will eventually recover. The issue is how bad things will get and when the recovery will arrive. Economists project unemployment will top nine percent before it’s over, the turnaround will not begin until at least the end of 2009, and it may take years to restore strong growth. As for defense, even with cuts, the gap between annual U.S. expenditures and those of any other nation remains huge. Moreover, the United States spends just four percent of its Gross Domestic Product on defense and international affairs, a historically low figure – compared to, for instance, 10 percent under President Kennedy. It has fewer active duty troops than in the 1950s, drawn from a population that’s twice as large. The notion that America can’t afford its military obligations has never been less true. Not long ago, nations or blocs that were ready to challenge America seemed plentiful. Today, each is plagued with problems. China is reeling from the global economic crisis, with rising unemployment and smouldering domestic discontent. Russia is suffering from the dramatic drop in oil prices, the resulting squeeze on governmental revenues, and deep-seated social and economic problems. Iran and Venezuela, America’s two loudest nemeses, are also reeling from low oil prices, forcing their leaders to address surging economic woes and stabilize their own rule. A united Europe, with a combined military and foreign policy, remains a pipe dream. Today, despite its problems America remains the world’s ‘goliath,’ in the words of Michael Mandelbaum. It is the go-to power for maintaining peace, ensuring global commerce, and responding to humanitarian disasters. U.S. security treaties encompass more than half of the world. As Robert J. Lieber put it, ‘In many instances, and particularly in urgent and dire cases such as the Balkan crises, the choice boils down to this: either the United States will act or no one will.’ We should not expect that reality to change any time soon. 
2NC Heg Sustainable – Interdependence
Deterrence and democratic peace make the liberal international order sustainable – rising states want to join, not balance against it.

Ikenberry 2010 [G. John, Prof. Politics and Int'l Affairs @ Princeton U, "The Liberal International Order and its Discontents," in Millennium - Journal of International Studies, Vol 38, No 3, pp 509-521, SAGE | VP]
There are also reasons to think that this liberal order will persist, even if it continues to evolve. Firstly, the violent forces that have overthrown international orders in the past do not seem to operate today. We live in the longest period of ‘great power peace’ in modern history. The great powers have not found themselves at war with each other since the guns fell silent in 1945. This non-war outcome is certainly influenced by two realities: nuclear deterrence, which raises the costs of war, and the dominance of democracies, who have found their own pathway to peace. In the past, the great moments of order-building came in the aftermath of war when the old order was destroyed. War itself was a ratification of the view that the old order was no longer sustainable. War broke the old order apart, propelled shifts in world power and opened up the international landscape for new negotiations over the rules and principles of world politics. In the absence of great power war it is harder to clear the ground for new ‘constitutional’ arrangements.

Secondly, this order is also distinctive in its integrative and expansive character. In essence, it is ‘easy to join and hard to overturn’. This follows most fundamentally from the fact that it is a liberal international order – in effect, it is an order that is relatively open and loosely rulebased. The order generates participants and stakeholders. Beyond this, there are three reasons why the architectural features of this post-war liberal order reinforce downward and outward integration. One is that the multilateral character of the rules and institutions create opportunities for access and participation. Countries that want to join in can do so; Japan found itself integrating through participation in the trade system and alliance partnership. More recently, China has taken steps to join, at least through the world trading system. Joining is not costless. Membership in institutional bodies such as the WTO must be voted upon by existing members and states must meet specific requirements. But these bodies are not exclusive or imperial. Secondly, the liberal order is organised around shared leadership and not just the United States. The G-7/8 is an example of a governance organisation that is based on a collective leadership, and the new G-20 grouping has emerged to provide expanded leadership. Finally, the order also provides opportunities for a wide array of states to gain access to the ‘spoils of modernity’. Again, this is not an imperial system in which the riches accrue disproportionately to the centre. States across the system have found ways to integrate into this order and experience economic gains and rapid growth along the way.
Thirdly, rising states do not constitute a bloc that seeks to overturn or reorganise the existing international order. China, India, Russia, Brazil, South Africa and others all are seeking new roles and more influence within the global system. But they do not constitute a new coalition of states seeking global transformation. All of these states are capitalist and as such are deeply embedded in the world economy. Most of them are democratic and embrace the political principles of the older Western liberal democracies. At the same time, they all have different geopolitical interests. They are as diverse in their orientations as the rest of the world in regard to energy, religion and ideologies of development. They are not united by a common principled belief in a post-liberal world order. They are all very much inside the existing order and integrated in various ways into existing governance institutions.
2NC No Balancing – Perception**
Your turns are inevitable and balancing is impossible – other nations will always perceive the US as the hegemon.

Drezner 2009 [Daniel W., Professor of International Politics at Tufts and a senior editor at The National Interest, 7/15, “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.

2NC No Balancing – No Aggression
Balancing dynamics don’t manifest unless the US becomes overtly threatening – standard balance-of-power explanations are structurally invalid.

Ikenberry, Mastanduno, and Wohlforth 2009 [G. John, Prof. Politics and Int'l Affairs @ Princeton U, Michael, Prof. Gov't and Assoc. Dean Social Sciences @ Dartmouth College, and William C., Prof. Gov't @ Dartmouth College, "Unipolarity, State Behavior, and Systemic Consequences," in World Politics, Vol 61, No 1, January, MUSE | VP]
The proposition that great concentrations of capabilities generate countervailing tendencies toward balance is among the oldest and best known in international relations.33 Applying this balancing proposition to a unipolar system is complex, however, for even as unipolarity increases the incentives for counterbalancing it also raises the costs. Walt [End Page 18] and Finnemore each analyze the interplay between these incentives. They agree on the basic proposition that the current unipolar order pushes secondary states away from traditional hard counterbalancing—formal military alliances and/or military buildups meant to create a global counterweight to the unipole—and toward other, often subtler strategies, such as soft balancing, hiding, binding, delegitimation, or norm entrapment. These analyses lead to the general expectation that a shift from a multipolar or bipolar to a unipolar structure would increase the relative salience of such subtler balancing/resistance strategies.

Walt argues that standard neorealist balance of power theory predicts the absence of counterbalancing under unipolarity. Yet he contends that the core causal mechanisms of balance-of-threat theory remain operative in a unipolar setting. Walt develops a modification of the theory that highlights the role of soft balancing and other subtler strategies of resistance as vehicles to overcome the particular challenges unipolarity presents to counterbalancing. He contends that balancing dynamics remain latent within a unipolar structure and can be brought forth if the unipole acts in a particularly threatening manner.
Finnemore develops a contrasting theoretical architecture for explaining secondary state behavior. For her, both the absence of balancing and the presence of other patterns of resistance can be explained only by reference to the social, as opposed to the material, structure of international politics. In particular, secondary state strategies that have the effect of reining in the unipole cannot be understood as the result of standard security-maximizing incentives. Rather, they are partially the outgrowth of the secondary states’ internalization of the norms and rules of the institutional order. If the unipole acts in accordance with those rules, the tendency of other states to resist or withhold cooperation will be muted. Finnemore establishes three social mechanisms that constrain the unipole: legitimation, institutionalization, and incentives for hypocrisy. Each of these entails a logic of resistance to actions by the unipole that violate certain socially defined boundaries.

2NC No Balancing – Structural Barriers

Depth of US influence makes effective balancing coalitions structurally impossible.

Walt 2009 [Stephen M., Prof. Int'l Relations @ Harvard U, "Alliances in a Unipolar World," in World Politics, Vol 61, No 1, January, MUSE | VP]
Even if other states now worry about the unipole’s dominant power position, the condition of unipolarity also creates greater obstacles to the formation of an effective balancing coalition. When one state is far stronger than the others, it takes a larger coalition to balance it, and assembling such a coalition entails larger transaction costs and more daunting dilemmas of collective action. In particular, each member of the countervailing coalition will face greater incentives to free ride or pass the buck, unless it is clear that the unipolar power threatens all of them more or less equally and they are able to develop both a high degree of trust and some way to share the costs and risks fairly. Moreover, even if a balancing coalition begins to emerge, the unipole can try to thwart it by adopting a divide-and-conquer strategy: punishing states that join the opposition while rewarding those that remain aloof or support the unipole instead.
These structural obstacles would exist regardless of who the single superpower was, but a counterhegemonic alliance against the United States faces an additional nonstructural barrier. The United States is [End Page 96] the sole great power in the Western hemisphere, while the other major powers are all located on the Eurasian landmass. As a result, these states tend to worry more about each other; furthermore, many have seen the United States as the perfect ally against some nearby threat. Accordingly, they are even less likely to join a coalition against the United States, even if U.S. power is substantially greater. Assembling a vast counter-American coalition would require considerable diplomatic virtuosity and would probably arise only if the United States began to pose a genuine existential threat. It is unlikely to do so, however, in part because this same geographic isolation dampens American concerns about potential Eurasian rivals.30 America’s geopolitical isolation has been an advantage throughout its history, and it remains an important asset today.31

2NC No Balancing – No Hard Balancing
Status quo balancing efforts are weaksauce – no motivation means no coalition-building and no concerted hard balancing.
Walt 2009 [Stephen M., Prof. Int'l Relations @ Harvard U, "Alliances in a Unipolar World," in World Politics, Vol 61, No 1, January, MUSE | VP]
Although the focus in this article is on alliance strategies, there are a number of examples of states seeking to balance the unipole (the United States) via internal effort. For example, it is likely that efforts by Iran and North Korea to gain nuclear weapons are inspired in part by the desire to deter a U.S. attack or deflect U.S. pressure.39 In addition, several recent accounts suggest that part of the motivation behind A. Q. Khan’s successful effort to spread nuclear technology was a desire to constrain American power and that Khan’s objective was shared by prominent Pakistani officials.40 Similarly, part of the motivation behind China’s military buildup is almost certainly the desire to counter U.S. military dominance in the Far East, even if it does not yet involve an explicit attempt to alter the global balance of power.41 [End Page 101]

Turning to external efforts, one can in fact find a few examples of hard balancing against the American unipole, although even these examples fall short of the classic balance of power ideal. Security cooperation between Syria and Iran increased markedly following the U.S. invasion of Iraq, and American officials have accused both countries of aiding the Iraqi insurgents. While obviously contrary to U.S. interests, this response is hardly surprising, given America’s stated desire for “regime change” in both countries. Although clearly less than a formal alliance, this sort of collusion still fits the standard definition of balancing. By strengthening the insurgency in Iraq, Syria and Iran sought to keep the United States bogged down and thus unable to put direct military pressure on them.42 Other oft-cited examples include the continuing security partnership between Russia and China, the multilateral Shanghai Cooperation Organization (which brought Russia, China, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan together in 2001 for the purpose of “strengthening mutual trust and good-neighborly friendship among the member states . . . [and] devoting themselves jointly to preserving and safeguarding regional peace, security and stability”), or earlier security cooperation between rogue states such as Saddam Hussein’s Iraq and Slobodan Milosevic’s Serbia.43 Each of these efforts seems to have been intended either to strengthen the parties vis-à-vis the United States or to limit U.S. influence in particular regions (for example, Central Asia). Such actions should be seen as a form of balancing (that is, states are seeking to enhance their security through combined or coordinated action) even if they lack the capabilities necessary to create a true counterpoise to the current unipole.

Yet as several scholars have noted previously, what is striking about these efforts is how tentative and half-hearted most of them are, especially when one considers the other major powers. There have been no attempts to form a formal alliance whose explicit purpose is to contain the United States (even though leaders like Venezuela’s Hugo Chávez [End Page 102] have called for such arrangements), and even the most far-reaching informal efforts have been fairly modest.44 Equally important, these efforts do not appear to be driven largely by structural concerns (that is, by the distribution of capabilities), and there has been little or no effort to assemble a countervailing coalition of even approximately equal capabilities.
The relative dearth of hard balancing is consistent with the view that alliances form not in response to power alone but in response to the level of threat. States will not want to incur the various costs of balancing (increased military spending, loss of autonomy, punishment by the unipole, and so on) unless they believe doing so is truly necessary. In particular, states will not engage in hard balancing against the unipole if its power is not perceived as posing an imminent threat to their security. If the unipole happens to be geographically distant from the potential balancers (and thus poses less of a threat to them) and if it is not believed to have aggressive intentions (that is, does not appear eager to conquer them), then potential balancers will be unlikely to form an overt hard balancing alliance.
This discussion explains why even an administration as unpopular as that of George W. Bush nonetheless has not triggered the formation of a hard balancing coalition. Although other states worry about U.S. power, and states in some regions (for example, the Middle East) have reason to fear U.S. attack, most of the world’s major powers do not fear an American invasion. Europeans may dislike U.S. policies, Asians may worry about U.S. judgment, and Chinese leaders may see the United States as a rival over the longer term, but they do not perceive the United States as having expansionist ambitions on a par with those harbored in the past by Napoleonic France, Wilhelmine and Nazi Germany, or the Soviet Union. If the United States were to acquire such ambitions and were it to begin to act upon them, a hard balancing coalition would almost certainly form. Absent such aims or behaviors, however, hard balancing will remain rare.

2NC No Balancing – Too Costly
No balancing – costs outweighs benefits.

Wohlforth 2009 [William, Prof. Gov’t @ Dartmouth College, B.A. in International Relations from Beloit College, M.A. in International Relations from Yale University, Ph.D. in Political Science from Yale University, “U.S. Strategy in a Unipolar World” in “American Unrivaled: The Future of the Balance of Power”, Cornell University Press, p. 100]
The absence of balancing among the great powers is a fact. To counterbalance, great powers must either increase military strength (internal balancing) or aggregate their capabilities in an alliance (external balancing). During unipolarity’s first decade, neither form of balancing took place. After the Cold War’s end and the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1191, most major powers cut defense outlays significantly. As table 3.1 shows, military spending by the major powers from 1995-200 remained at historically low levels, in most cases declining as a share of economic output. And none the of the much-heralded moves by other states to coordinate policy – the “European troika” of France, Germany, and Russia; the “special relationship” between Germany and Russia; the “strategic triangle” of Russia, China and India; and the “strategic partnership” between China and Russia – came anywhere close to aggregating capabilities to match the United States. The balancing rhetoric that accompanied these moves masked far more limited objectives: coordinating policy on regional issues; enhancing leverage in policy bargaining with the United States; and “prestige balancing,” the technique of using relatively low-cost gestures to distance oneself politically from Washington. Even as efforts to coordinate policy against Washington, these arrangements fell far short, as member states periodically demonstrated a willingness to cooperate closely with the United States when it suited their interests of the day – as, for example, Russia chose to do in the immediate aftermath of the September 11 attacks. By any reasonably benchmark, the current international system is one in which both external and internal balancing among great powers is at a historical low. Three propositions that are consistent with realist theory solve the mystery of the missing balance. First, balancing is inefficient even in settings where the incentives to balance are strong: tightly interdependent regional systems with aggressive revisionists that are weak enough to be countered. In other words, balancing is hard even in systems like modern Europe, from whose experience most balance-of-power theory is derived. Second, the concentration of capabilities in the United States passes the threshold at which counterbalancing becomes prohibitively costly, and thus the dominant strategy for other major powers is some form of engagement. Third, in the current globally dispersed system, balancing is much less efficient and the threshold concentration of capabilities necessary to sustain unipolarity is far lower that it was in Europe. 

2NC No Balancing – AT: Backlash

Military presence does not lead to backlash – security guarantees increase legitimacy.

Wohlforth 2009 [William, B.A. in International Relations from Beloit College, M.A. in International Relations from Yale University, Ph.D. in Political Science from Yale University, “U.S. Strategy in a Unipolar World” in “American Unrivaled: The Future of the Balance of Power”, Cornell University Press, Pages 114]
In assessing the costs and risks of competing grand strategies, three propositions derived from the foregoing analysis of the distribution of capabilities ought to be considered: First and most importantly, a continued U.S. grand strategy of engagement will not produce a counterbalance. The debate over balancing dynamics and U.S. grand strategy requires two critical judgments. First, will the systemic balancing imperative soon come to dominate the strategies of the second tier great powers? That is, in maximizing their preference for security, status, or wealth, will these states find that the systemic imperative to counterbalance U.S. power outweighs more local imperatives when these two levels contradict each other? The second judgment is just as critical but rarely noted: to what extent is balancing behavior contingent on U.S. strategy as opposed to its underlying capabilities? For America cannot choose to become less powerful; it can only decide how and where to wield its latent power. Disengagers must argue that U.S. engagement increases incentives for others to balance substantially over what they would do to counter "disengaged" U.S. potential. As Kenneth Waltz has shown, actors in a competitive system seek to emulate or undercut successful practices."' To some degree, America's preponderance will elicit such a competitive response no matter what it does. The question is whether engagement materially affects that response. I established that the distribution and location of material capabilities suggest that local imperatives will overwhelm the systemic resentment of American power in the concrete strategic choices of other major states. To be sure, American success will elicit strategies of emulation and competition from other states. But my explanation for the missing counterbalance suggests that these responses are not especially sensitive to U.S. strategy. Second, the strategy may affect levels of cooperation among great powers. Cooperation is hard among states in anarchy. Realists argue that cooperation is contingent on power either a shared threat or hegemonic dominance. Liberals, institutionalists, and constructivists think cooperation does not require specific power configurations. These different theories have different explanations for post 1991 cooperation that are hard to evaluate on existing data. For realists, cooperation is an outgrowth of U.S. hegemony. The strength of institutions reflects the strength of the state that creates them. If realists are right, then disengagement decreases the leverage available to Washington to effect cooperation, and to build and run the institutions that make its dominance cheaper and more efficient. The United States uses the security dependence of other states to push through cooperative solutions on a variety of issues that favor its interests. Disengagement reduces security dependence of others and reduces the incentives American policymakers can provide to other actors to forge cooperation. Many of these levers of influence were on display in the aftermath of the September is attacks. While the ultimate outcome of the antiterror campaign will not be known for many years, the initial phase clearly showed the utility of engagement in fostering a coalition against the Taliban and Al Qaeda in Afghanistan. Long standing relationships with Uzbekistan, for example, coupled with a large supply of carrots and sticks vis-â-vis Russia, helped the United States quickly project power into Central Asia one of the most remote spots in Eurasia. If the strategy of engagement does not directly generate increased terrorist threats to the U.S. homeland, then, on balance it pays important dividends in responding to unexpected security threats. Third, the strategy affects the incentives for intra great power balancing. I have argued that the absence of a counterbalance against American power is largely a structural result. The absence (or, at least, the muted level) of competitive balancing among great powers in Eurasia may be a consequence of U.S. strategy. If America brought its forces home, its latent power would continue to figure in the calculations of other states. Still, the security problem would become more acute. Charles Kupchan argues that "cobinding" through institutions can create stable regional systems in Asia and Europe without direct U.S. engagement. Gholtz, Press, and Sapolsky argue that even without elaborate institutions, these regions can create stable multipolar systems by relying on defense dominant military postures.2t These arguments seem more plausible in Europe than Asia, where most regional experts would expect the return of competitive balancing if Washington extracted itself from the area. 

2NC Yes Bandwagoning – Middle East

Middle East powers bandwagon the US to consolidate regional influence and check terrorism.

Walt 2009 [Stephen M., Prof. Int'l Relations @ Harvard U, "Alliances in a Unipolar World," in World Politics, Vol 61, No 1, January, MUSE | VP]
The desire for U.S. protection is also evident throughout the Middle East. This motivation is most obvious in the case of Israel—which has depended on a de facto alliance with the United States since the mid-1960s—but it is also central to U.S. relations with Jordan, Saudi Arabia, and Egypt, as well as with a number of smaller Persian Gulf states. Although security cooperation with the United States creates domestic political difficulties for these regimes, they still see it as valuable protection against a variety of internal and external challenges. Indeed, America’s military role in the Persian Gulf and Middle East has grown dramatically since the 1991 Gulf War, with the smaller Gulf states (Kuwait, Qatar, Oman, Bahrain) using U.S. power to enhance their freedom of action vis-à-vis their larger neighbors and to help quell potential domestic dissidents. According to Edward Walker of the Middle East Institute: “By seizing on the reform agenda the US has empowered these countries and given them the courage to stand up to the bigger countries.”71 [End Page 113]

Last but not least, the heightened fear of international terrorism in the wake of September 11 provides smaller states with yet another incentive for close collaboration with the world’s most powerful country. Whatever their other differences may be, most governments are understandably hostile to nonstate movements whose avowed aim is to overthrow existing regimes and foment international conflict and whose preferred tactic is mass violence against innocent civilians. Cooperation against al-Qaeda or its affiliates may fall well short of full alignment, but the shared fear of terrorism does provide another reason for states to overlook their concerns about U.S. power and their reservations about U.S. policies and instead to collaborate with Washington against the shared terrorist danger.72

2NC Yes Bandwagoning – Asia

Asian middle powers won’t balance the US – they bandwagon us out of fear of a rising China.

Goh 2009 [Evelyn, Asst. Prof. @ Institute of Defence and Strategic Studies - Nanyang Technological University, "Great powers and Southeast Asian Regional security strategies: omni-enmeshment, balancing and hierarchical order," July, DR-NTU | VP]

In much of the regional security discourse, the concept of ‘balancing’ power is nebulous and is used to imply the presence of countervailing strength against another power – a situation which is implicitly understood as preferable to one in which a dominant power is unchallenged or unadulterated by competition. Yet, the way in which ‘balance of power’ is understood and acted upon in the region differs from the realist definition prevalent in the study of International Relations. A fundamental tenet of the realist school of thought is that states will form coalitions with a weaker major power in order to balance against the dominant power in the system. According to this logic, Southeast Asian states ought to be bandwagoning with China to balance against the U.S. But instead, these states in fact exhibit balancing behaviour against the greater perceived threat of China. Their ‘soft balancing’ strategies which rely upon the encouragement and sustenance of American dominance in the region are, in fact, aimed at maintaining the existing imbalance or preponderance of power in favour of the U.S.18

Furthermore, the concept of ‘balance of power’ used in Southeast Asia tends towards the common confusion between the power structure, and the processes of policies or behaviour designed to influence the structural outcome.19 Here, it is the latter with which we are concerned, and framing it this way opens up the possibility that even small or medium states can engage actively in balancing behaviour, or actions that help to engender outcomes which affect the distribution of power. This assumption underpins the key thinking about balance of power that has emerged from Southeast Asia.

Finally, in Southeast Asia, the effective balancing of growing Chinese power hinges on three elements. First is the successful playing of triangular politics – the use of bilateral relations with one major power as leverage to make advances in improving relations with another. This is seen, for instance, in Thailand’s strategy vis-à-vis China and the U.S. Second, a strong expectation of deterrence – the harnessing of superior U.S. force in the region to persuade Beijing that any aggressive action would be too costly and/or unlikely to succeed. The third element is in fact engagement and enmeshment – the meaningful integration and socialisation of China into the regional system, cultivating it as a responsible, constructive, and status quo regional power. Such a vision means that the balancing policies of Southeast Asian states go beyond the deployment of military strength or diplomatic leverage. Rather, the model of balancing here is much more managerial and encompasses all the key elements of international relations.

2NC Yes Bandwagoning – Asia

No East Asian balancing – they’re bandwagoning now because of China rise.

Walt 2009 [Stephen M., Prof. Int'l Relations @ Harvard U, "Alliances in a Unipolar World," in World Politics, Vol 61, No 1, January, MUSE | VP]
In Asia, the end of the cold war did not eliminate the desire for U.S. protection. In addition to general concerns about the stability of governments in North Korea, Indonesia, and elsewhere, a number of Asian countries share U.S. concerns about the long-term implications of Chinese economic growth. If China continues to grow and develop, it is likely to translate that increased economic strength into greater military power and regional influence. In addition to Taiwan (which has long sought U.S. protection against pressure from the PRC), Asian countries like Japan, Singapore, Vietnam, Malaysia, Indonesia, the Philippines, and India continue to welcome a close strategic partnership with the United States. Thus, when the United States lost access to its military bases in the Philippines in the late 1980s, Singapore signed a memorandum of understanding giving the U.S. access to facilities there and constructed berthing space (at its own expense) large enough to accommodate U.S. aircraft carriers. Prime Minister [End Page 112] Lee Kwan Yew justified this policy by saying that “nature does not like a vacuum. And if there is a vacuum, somebody will fill it.”67 Malaysia endorsed Singapore’s decision and eventually offered the U.S. access to some of its own military installations as well. As one senior Malaysian official commented: “America’s presence is certainly needed, at least to balance other power with contrasting ideology in this region . . . the power balance is needed . . . to ensure that other powers that have farreaching ambitions in Southeast Asia will not find it easy to act against countries in the region.”68 Even Vietnam increasingly sees U.S. power as a useful counterweight to China’s looming presence, with the vice chairwoman of the National Assembly’s Foreign Affairs Committee declaring that “everyone know[s] we have to keep a fine balance” and emphasizing that Vietnam will neither “lean over” toward Washington nor “bow” to Beijing.69 Finally, the United States and India have recently signed a far-reaching but controversial agreement for strategic cooperation (including cooperation on nuclear energy) that also reflects shared concerns about China’s rise and the overall balance of power in Asia.70
2NC Yes Bandwagoning – Asia
States defer to bandwagoning – global economic interdependence makes opposition infeasible.

Seng 2002 [Tan See, Asst. Prof. Int'l Studies @ Institute of Defence and Strategic Studies - Nanyang Technological University, "Great power politics in contemporary East Asia : negotiating multipolarity or hegemony?" RSIS Working Papers; 27/02, DR-NTU | VP]
The argument for American unipolarity in the post-Cold War world is rather straightforward: notwithstanding the audacity of an Osama bin Laden and al-Qaeda, there are few if any state actors ready or willing to challenge the preponderant power of the US. According to Mastanduno and Kapstein, two arguments are central to writings on unipolarity.21 In contrast to neorealist balance-of-power politics of the sort propounded by Kenneth Waltz,22 which typically treats unipolarity as an inevitably brief transition to either a bipolar or multipolar situation,23 the first proposes that the principal post-Cold War foreign policy challenge for other East Asian great powers has been that of the adjusting of their strategies to the emergence and likely endurance of a unipolar distribution of power in the region.

According to this reasoning, most regional states have chosen to “bandwagon” with the US and depend on American power for their security. The case of Japan is somewhat of a moot point since it is a strategic ally and dependent of the US. At times such bandwagoning is not without risk to one’s own domestic stability (and, paradoxically, one’s national security), as is the case presently for some Islamic nations or countries with significant Muslim constituencies in the Washington-led coalition against terrorism. Although China has demonstrated its willingness to assist the US on that front (and in doing so possibly receive help in its effort to manage Islamic radicalism at home), as a great power it has hitherto been less ready to bandwagon with the preponderant power. Nonetheless, it has sought, since the Cold War’s end, to integrate into the US dominated global economic order. In short, neither Japan nor China, or any other state, whether individually or as part of a collectivity, has attempted to balance American power – just the sort of behaviour predicted, erroneously in this case, by neorealist theory. Going further than most unipolar theorists would allow, Peter Van Ness, appropriating the Gramscian concept of hegemony to international relations,24 has argued that China and Japan, each in their different ways “strategic dependents” of the US, devise their respective national security policies according to their common perception of “a hierarchical world environment, structured in terms of a combination of US military strategic hegemony and a globalized economic interdependence.”25 Beginning in the late 1940s, the US in effect “spun a web of institutions that connected other states to an emerging American-dominated economic and security order.”26 By participating in this hegemonic system, China, as has many other nations, has received and continues receiving substantial benefits as, in this alternative sense, a strategic dependent of America.
2NC Yes Bandwagoning – Europe

No European balancing – they bandwagon the US to check nationalist resurgence
Walt 2009 [Stephen M., Prof. Int'l Relations @ Harvard U, "Alliances in a Unipolar World," in World Politics, Vol 61, No 1, January, MUSE | VP]
Similar motivations remain evident today, with geography once again making U.S. power both less threatening and more highly valued. In Europe, U.S allies continue to favor an American military presence as an insurance policy against any future renationalization of foreign policy, a development that could turn Europe back toward rivalry and [End Page 111] conflict. Although this possibility might seem remote, the fear has been real enough to convince many Europeans that keeping the American “night watchman” in place is still worth it.65 Similarly, a desire to enhance their security against regional threats (including a resurgent Russia) explains why East European states like Poland, Hungary, and the Baltic countries were so eager to join nato and so willing to curry favor with Washington by backing the Iraq war. According to Piotr Ogrodzinski, director of the America department of the Polish Foreign Ministry: “This is a country that thinks seriously about its security. There’s no doubt that for such a country, it’s good to be a close ally of the United States.” Or as a leading Polish newspaper opined in 2001: “Poland has a tragic historical experience behind it, and it needs an ally on which it can depend.”66 It is therefore not surprising that new Europe remains more pro-American than old Europe, given that the former has a more obvious reason to worry about a resurgent great power to the East.

2NC Link Module – Core
Forward deployed troop presence is necessary for effective power projection and balance-of-power maintenance.

Calder 2007 [Kent E., Prof. East Asian Studies @ Johns Hopkins U, Embattled Garrisons: comparative base politics and American globalism, p. 217]
Contrasting sharply to the Fortress America option is the traditional pattern of American basing policy since the Korean War—what might be best called “Classic Pax Americana.”  The basic elements of this strategy include: (1) creation and maintenance of a U.S.-led world order based on preeminent American political, military, and economic power, and on American values; (2) maximization of U.S. control over the international system by preventing the emergence of rival powers in Europe and Asia; and (3) maintenance of economic interdependence as an American security interest.  Forward deployment in Western Europe, Northeast Asia, and the Middle East has been fundamental to this strategy, in order to check potential hegemonic rivals and to assure adequate energy supplies.
The logic of Classic Pax Americana was relatively simple.  Interdependence among allies of the industrialized world was crucial to global prosperity and well being, including that of the United States; instability caused by Soviet threats and communist domestic inroads was the central threat to that interdependence; and extended deterrence was the means through which U.S. strategy should counter that threat.  America’s post-World War II strategy, as Wolfram Hanrieder points out, thus involved dual containment—both of the Soviet Union and Germany/Japan.  U.S. forward deployment in Germany, Japan, and their environs was central to this broad neutralization of both potential challenges to American power and of regional balance-of-power rivalries.
2NC Link Module – Core
Concentrated forward deployment is necessary for troop flexibility and deterrence.

Calder 2007 [Kent E., Prof. East Asian Studies @ Johns Hopkins U, Embattled Garrisons: comparative base politics and American globalism, p. 218-219]
The incrementalist school presents four main strategic reasons for a continued offshore basing presence, beyond the controversies of the American Iraq presence.  First, the need to maintain air superiority requires offshore bases.  Even in a world where long-range U.S. bombers such as the B-2 can strike targets far distant from America’s homeland, as they did in Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq, aircraft with shorter ranges are needed to patrol the skies around them, as well as to refuel them.  Those aircraft need foreign bases.
A second reason for foreign bases relates to the need for ground forces abroad.  These forces would be crucial in the event that friendly countries might be attacked and defeated before U.S. forces could respond, making it necessary to evict an aggressor.  They could also be necessary for various kinds of reconnaissance and/or counterterrorist activities.  Ground units may well get lighter and more mobile over time, but they will inevitably continue to be large, heavy, and quite unwieldy to deploy.  This reality will necessitate an offshore supply presence – either bases or prepositioned equipment—to allow such forces to respond to contingencies in a timely manner.

A third reason for at least some offshore bases—even if scaled down and isolated to minimize expense and conflict with local societies—is the need for safe ports and friendly harbors, it is argued.  These could, for example, be important to assuring secure passage in the energy sea-lanes from the Persian Gulf to consumers in the United States, Europe, and East Asia.  The only way to move heavy ground forces and their equipment is, and prospectively will remain, by sea.  If ports are required, it is much better to control them in advance.  Thus the need is crucial for naval bases, or at least access agreements in potentially strategic areas.

A final rationale for a foreign base presence is strategic: the value of a “tripwire” that links a nation’s formal security commitments tangibly to its intercontinental geostrategic capabilities, and thus enhances deterrence.  In the case of the United States, this logic can be formidable: with by far the most substantial, diverse, and accurate military arsenal on earth, including nuclear weapons and state-of-the-art delivery systems, the United States is in a position to retaliate at any conceivable level to attacks where its forces are engaged.  Deterrence is strongest when a potential aggressor realizes that U.S. forces would suffer casualties in any attack that it might attempt, so could credibly be expected to retaliate.
2NC Link Module – Afghanistan

Withdrawal sends an immediate signal of damaged counterterrorist resolve – collapses hegemony.

Goodenough 2010 [Patrick, International Editor – CNS News, “Obama’s Troop Withdrawal Timeline and Taliban Reconciliation Moves Cause Unease,” June 23, 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.”
2NC Link Module – Afghanistan


Withdrawal sends an immediate signal of weakness – other powers will test our resolve across the globe.

Weinstein 2004 [Michael, Power and Interest News Report, November 12, http://www.pinr.com/report.php?ac=view_printable&report_id=235&language_id=1]
The persistence of insurgencies in Afghanistan and Iraq, which has hampered rebuilding efforts in both countries and blocked their emergence as credible democracies, diverts U.S. resources and attention from other interests and -- as long as progress is slow or nonexistent -- sends the message that Washington remains vulnerable. The recent election of Hamid Karzai to Afghanistan's presidency has not changed that country's political situation; power outside Kabul remains in the hands of warlords, the drug trade remains the major support of the country's economy, and the Taliban insurgency continues. In Iraq, Washington counts on elections in January 2005 for a constitutional assembly to provide legitimacy for the state-building process, but at present that goal seems unlikely to be achieved. Washington for the foreseeable future will be tied down managing the consequences of its earlier interventions. If Washington decides to retreat -- more likely from Iraq than from Afghanistan -- its loss of power will be confirmed, encouraging other powers to test its resolve elsewhere. Only in the unlikely case that Washington manages to stabilize Afghanistan and Iraq in the short term will other powers think twice about probing U.S. vulnerabilities. In South America, Brazil will attempt to secure a foothold for the Mercosur customs union and beat back Washington's efforts to extend the N.A.F.T.A. formula south. In East Asia, China will push for regional hegemony and is likely to put pressure on Taiwan and to try to draw Southeast Asian states into its sphere of influence. Beijing can also be expected to drag its feet on North Korean denuclearization and to continue to oppose sanctions on Iran over its nuclear program. Russia will attempt to increase its influence over the states on its periphery that were formerly Soviet republics. Moscow will try to strengthen ties in Central Asia, the Transcaucasus and Eastern Europe (Belarus and Ukraine), and to fend off Washington's inroads into those areas. The European Union, with the Franco-German combine at its heart, will continue its moves to assimilate its Eastern European members and extend its sphere of influence to the entire Mediterranean basin through trade agreements. In each of these regions, Washington will face tests leading to the possibility of an overload of challenges and a decreased likelihood that any one of them will be handled with sufficient attention and resources. Within the general scenario, Islamic revolution remains a disturbing factor. If there is another major attack within the United States, Washington's security policy will fall into disarray and the population will suffer a traumatic loss of confidence that will adversely affect the economy and will open the possibility of a legitimation crisis or a burst of ultra-nationalism. Even if there is not another event like the September 11 attacks, homeland security and the international adjustments that are necessary to serve it will divert attention and resources from other challenges. The geostrategic constraints on Washington are exacerbated by the financial limits posed by the budget deficit and the possibilities of a precipitous decline in the dollar and rising raw materials prices. How much the United States will be able to spend to protect the interests perceived by its leaders remains an open question. It is widely acknowledged that post-war nation building has been underfunded in Afghanistan and Iraq, and that major increases in expenditures are unlikely. Most generally, Washington is faced with the choice of rebuilding U.S. power or slowly retreating to an undisputed regional power base in North America. It is not clear that the Bush administration will have the resolve or the resources to rebuild its military and intelligence apparatus, and restore its alliance structure. During the first term of George W. Bush, Washington was the initiator in world affairs, attempting to carry through a unilateralist program that, if successful, would have made the United States a permanent superpower protecting globalized capitalism to its advantage. In Bush's second term, Washington will primarily be a responder, because it is mired in the failures of the unilateralist thrust. The image of decisive military superiority has been replaced by a sense of U.S. limitations, and massive budget surpluses have given way to the prospect of continued large deficits. Reinforcing Factors from the Election As the Bush administration attempts to deal with persisting problems resulting in great part from actions taken during the President's first term, it will face difficulties that follow from the need to satisfy the constituencies that made for the Republican victory. The election confirmed that the American public does not share a consensus on foreign policy and, indeed, is polarized. It is also polarized on economic and social issues, along similar axes, creating a situation in which any new policies proposed by the administration are likely to be met with domestic opposition and at the very least partial support. Besides being a drag on foreign policy initiatives, polarization also affects Washington's international posture by the attention and commitment that the administration will have to give to the domestic battles that it will fight in congress in order to push a legislative agenda that will satisfy its constituencies. During his campaign and in his post-election press conference, Bush committed his administration to ambitious policy initiatives to take steps in the direction of privatizing Social Security and to reform the tax code radically. Both of those plans, along with tort reform and extension of tax cuts, will generate fierce conflicts in congress and quickly exhaust the President's "political capital" available to win support on other issues. The vision of an "ownership society," in which government regulations and entitlements are dismantled or scaled back, is the domestic equivalent of neo-conservative foreign policy; it is a utopian view with little chance of success. If the administration seriously pursues its plans, it will be preoccupied domestically and, consequently, will devote less attention to world affairs. Focus on domestic politics will be increased by the need to satisfy social conservative constituencies by appointing judges favorable to their positions on "moral values." Here again, there will be strong opposition if appointments are perceived by Democrats and moderate Republicans as too ideologically favorable to the religious right. Protracted battles over judgeships -- whether successful or not -- would further diminish Bush's political capital for foreign policy initiatives by heating up partisanship. It is possible that the administration will not pursue its agenda aggressively and will seek compromises, but that is not likely because of pressures within the Republican Party. The same constituencies that voted in Bush elected a Republican congress, and its members face reelection contests and the consequent need to satisfy their bases. Since Bush cannot serve a third term, Republican officeholders can no longer depend on his popularity to help carry them to victory. They also do not have a unifying leader with a political strategy to coordinate diverse constituencies. The combination of the lame-duck effect and the strategy void will drive Republicans to depend on their particular constituencies and press their claims assertively. The administration will be under pressure to push its domestic agenda vigorously at the same time that the various Republican factions fight for control of the party and Democrats move to exploit any weaknesses that appear. It is likely that Republican loyalty to Bush will be strained, further decreasing the administration's latitude and forcing it to bargain for support. The Republican majority is less solid than it might seem on the surface and includes factions that are at odds with administration foreign policy. Conclusion Persistent and emerging political conditions all point in the direction of drift and reactivity in U.S. foreign and security policy -- the election has intensified tendencies that were already present. There is little chance that a new security doctrine will be created in the short term and that a coherent political strategy will influence Republican politics. Lack of public consensus will inhibit foreign policy initiatives, whether unilateralist or multilateralist. Washington's operative foreign policy is likely to be damage control. As Washington drifts, the rest of the world will test it, probing for weaknesses. Under steady pressure from many sides, the Bush administration will be drawn toward retrenchment, retreat and eventually retraction in international affairs. The scenario of American empire has faded into memory and the prospect that the U.S. will eventually become a dominant regional power with some global reach becomes more probable.
2NC Link Module – Iraq

Iraq is the lynchpin of US credibility – withdrawal would dramatically undermine leadership.
Tunç 2008 [Hakan, Prof. of Poli. Sci. @ Carleton U, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, Fall, p. 657-669]

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.

2NC Link Module – Iraq

Withdrawal without total victory undermines the perception of military capability.

Tunç 2008 [Hakan, Prof. of Poli. Sci. @ Carleton U, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, Fall, p. 657-669]

This line of reasoning is problematic for several reasons. First, it is not plausible that militant Islamists would merely take credit for an American exit without concluding anything about U.S. resolve. Evidence shows that bin Laden and other top officials of Al Qaeda have interpreted past U.S. withdrawals from a theater of war as America’s irresolute character rather than due to the courage and/or high morale of their brethren. For instance, in discussing the U.S. withdrawal from Somalia, bin Laden has frequently pointed to ‘‘the low spiritual morale of the American fighters in comparison with the experience they had with the Russian fighters’’ and ‘‘the incredible weakness and cowardice of the American soldier.’’40 Bin Laden’s words indicate, contrary to Mercer’s claims, that desirable behavior may invoke dispositional judgments and that situational attributions contribute significantly to reputation formation. As Lawrence Freedman notes, reputation ‘‘cannot be detached from the immediate problem at hand, or considered separately from performance.41

Furthermore, it is doubtful that Islamist radicals interpret the Iraq conflict as situation-specific. In their view, the U.S. invasion of Iraq is just more evidence of American aggression against Muslims such as occurred in Beirut, Somalia, and Afghanistan.42 In other words, it appears that in the eyes of militant Islamists, the United States’ past actions are interdependent rather than situational. Lastly, the counterargument does not address the issue of Iraq’s centrality in the war on terror. Any counterargument needs to account for the pivotal role Iraq has assumed since the toppling of the Saddam regime. Unlike America’s previous retreats from Somalia and Beirut, a withdrawal from Iraq would make it exponentially harder to demonstrate American ability to win a counter-insurgency war in the future.

2NC Link Module – Asia
East Asian military presence is key to contain China through regional soft and hard balancing.

Goh 2009 [Evelyn, Asst. Prof. @ Institute of Defence and Strategic Studies - Nanyang Technological University, "Great powers and Southeast Asian Regional security strategies: omni-enmeshment, balancing and hierarchical order," July, DR-NTU | VP]

In the wake of the Cold War, the prognosis for East Asia appeared to be extremely bleak, particularly according to western scholars. With the decline of the Soviet Union and the rise of China, they predicted that the region would move towards an unstable multi-polar order, as the United States drew down its forces, Japan re-militarised, China grew, and other countries in the region began to engage in arms races.1 Fifteen years on, there is a growing literature, led by Asian scholars, which lauds the fact that East Asia has not descended into anarchy with disruptive power balancing as predicted. This is largely because the U.S. has not withdrawn but has maintained its web of alliances and its deep economic and strategic involvement in the region. However, some scholars also argue that the relatively peaceful transition so far has also been the result of two complementary strategies on the part of key East Asian states like Japan and regional groupings like the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN): the building of regional multilateral institutions which serve to regulate exchanges, develop norms, create regional identity, thereby institutionalising cooperation amongst the major powers and socialising China; and ‘soft’ balancing against potential Chinese power by facilitating the continued U.S. commitment to the region.2

2NC Link Module – Japan
Abandoning our security guarantee to Japan destroys effective Chinese containment.

Nexon 2009 [Daniel H., Asst. Prof. Dept. Gov't. and the School of Foreign Service @ Georgetown U, "The Balance of Power in the Balance," Vol 61, No 2, April, MUSE | VP]
If there is any state in Asia that is most affected by the rise in Chinese power, it is Japan. T.J. Pempel’s chapter in this volume describes a Japan that—while being extremely attentive to this challenge and to a lesser degree the threat posed by the DPRK—reassuringly still views its alliance relationship with the United States as its first line of defense. Although Tokyo has engaged in a steady modernization of its already formidable conventional air and naval capabilities during the last decade and has, with U.S. encouragement, sought to expand its international role through among others institutional innovations at home, Japan has nonetheless moved gingerly thus far. Japan has remained intent on protecting its national security through implementing greater interoperability with the U.S. military, seeking a gradual redefinition of its own role in the context of larger global responsibilities, and aiming to develop some core defense industrial capabilities. Pempel argues that Tokyo has nevertheless sought to anchor its strategic interests in a vision of “comprehensive security” that includes energy, food, health, and environmental concerns in addition to national defense. Pempel notes that the principal near-term challenge will be to reassure Japan that the United States will remain a steadfast ally cognizant of Japanese interests in regard to issues such as the abductees, Taiwan, and China even as Washington seeks to pursue its other interests with Pyongyang and Beijing. He expects that resolving the explicitly bilateral issues pertaining to U.S. forces in Japan, advanced weapons sales, and the like will strengthen the foundations of reassurance as will engaging Tokyo on the other issues such as energy security and climate change. Finally, he concludes that Washington’s ability to maintain positive relations with both China and Japan would reduce the temptation for each to view the other as a threat, but he acknowledges the difficulties in getting the balance right given the perpetual fears in Tokyo of being either entrapped or abandoned by the United States.
2NC Link Module – Japan
Weakening the US-Japan alliance emboldens China, angers Japan, and threatens naval hegemony.
Buxbaum 2010 [Peter A., JD @ James E Beasley School of Law - Temple U, BA Poli Sci and Economics @ Columbia U, “Chinese Plans to End US Hegemony in the Pacific,” May 31, http://oilprice.com/Geo-Politics/International/Chinese-Plans-to-End-US-Hegemony-in-the-Pacific.html]
The US also faces the problem of bolstering the confidence of its allies. If US allies fold in the face of increasing Chinese power, China could win a war on the Pacific without firing a shot.

"US success will depend heavily on Japan’s active participation as an ally," said Krepinevich. "Most US allies in the region and lack strategic depth and must be supported and defended from the sea. US inability, real or perceived, to defend its allies and partners could lead to regional instability, including coercion or aggression."

But the US may already be losing the hearts and minds of the Japanese. As a recent article in the  Washington Post noted, Japan's current government, "only the second opposition party to take power in nearly 50 years," advocates "a more Asia-centric view of Japan's place in the world." Although the immediate crisis on the Korean peninsula is having the effect of cementing US-Japanese relations-the Japanese government has accepted a plan it once rejected to relocate a US Marine base on Okinawa-it is not clear how long that attitude will last.

Admiral Roughead noted that the US Navy has a strong operational relationship with the Japanese Maritime Self-Defense Force. But if the Asia-centric attitudes in Japan prevail, the JMFDS could easily develop a closer relationship with the Chinese navy.
Roughead acknowledged reports that the Chinese are planning to deploy one or more aircraft carriers to the Pacific, a new capability for them, but dismissed any potential threat to US interests. "Carrier operations are very complex," he said. "It took us 70 years to get where we are.

"Besides," he added, "the bigger questions are what the intentions of the Chinese are and how the carriers will be used."

But US allies in the region might not see things that way. The projection of Chinese power on the Pacific may be enough for them to perceive their interests differently.

As Sun Tzu said in his classic, The Art of War, "To win one 100 victories in 100 battles is not the acme of skill. To subdue the enemy without fighting is the acme of skill."

2NC Link Module – Japan
A strong US-Japan alliance is the lynchpin of Chinese regional hegemony – withdrawing leads to coalition-building and aggressive hard balancing.

Roy 2009 [Sourav, independent analyst of South Asian and South-East Asian matters, "2010 – Fifty years of US-Japan Security Treaty," December 23, http://www.aljazeera.net/mritems/streams/2009/12/23/1_960799_1_51.pdf]
The rifts in perception between Japan and the US over many matters of Asian and  global  significance  have  also  widened  and  consequentially  a  disturbing perception gap has arisen between the two nations over many issues.

The question remains, how important is the US‐Japan security arrangement for the  two   nations’  positions  towards  the  current  geo‐political  scenario,  the cropping  differences  between  Japan  and  the  USA,  and  whether  this  security treaty has outlived its purpose.

Irate Okinawa residents have staged numerous protests complaining of base‐ related  noise,  pollution,  and  crime.  The  Social  Democratic  Party  has  already threatened the ruling government to withdraw its support if the base is moved to the northern part of the island to accommodate the Americans.

The situation has put Americans at an unease. They have vehemently expressed their frustration over the Okinawa issue.

Meanwhile,  Japan  realizes  that  a  rising  China  not  only  implies  a  stronger economic Goliath over its shoulders but also a formidable military contender. In times when Japan is  trying to edge closer to China for various geopolitical and strategic reasons, a move to resolve the dispute over the base in America’s favour could invite strong opposition from Beijing.

Considering  the  mounting  topical  pressures  on  Japan,  both  domestic  and regional, and the presence of powerful neighbours such as China, Russia, South Korea  and  North  Korea,  Japan’s  security  treaty  with  the  US  seems  to  have outlived its purpose and become obsolete. The time appears to be ripe for Japan to  re‐analyze  its  own  position  in  East  Asia  and  craft  a  stronger  and  more advantageous line of negotiation with the Americans.

US influence on East and South East Asia is a direct function of its relations with Japan.  However, Japan’s own prominence in the Far East depends crucially on how  it  forges  ahead   with  its  surrounding  neighbours  who  have  become challenging forces to reckon with over the last few decades.

2NC Link Module – South Korea
Weakening the US-South Korea alliance eviscerates regional hegemony, sparks horizontal proliferation, and escalates to global nuclear war.
Winbush 2008 [S. Enders, director of the Center for Future Security Strategies and Senior Fellow at the Hudson Institute, "A Parable: The U.S.-ROK Security Relationship Breaks Down," in Asia Policy, Number 5 (January 2008), 7-24 | VP]
Second, the scenario suggests that the deterioration and dissolution of the U.S.-ROK military relationship is a powerful trigger for other Asian actors to ensure their own security through a variety of strategies. The U.S. drawdown changes each actor’s threat calculus, with most actors’ objectives changing as a result of the U.S. troops pulling out of South Korea. As the scenario illustrates, with each actor watching all the other actors, ascribing objectives and strategies to each one, the situation is made infinitely more complex. The U.S. withdrawal changes the situation. Originally, all or most of the strategic variables are known and understood—a kind of strategic stasis. The new situation, however, is one with an unprecedented number of moving parts, more actors in the game, and enhanced military capabilities that can be harnessed to strategies previously checkmated or muted by the U.S. presence. 

Third, because everyone sees beforehand that the United States is departing, changes to the strategic and security landscape commence long before the actual pull-out of U.S. troops from South Korea. Indeed by the time troops depart most actors have designed strategies that anticipate the consequences of U.S. withdrawal. Rather than a one-time event, this scenario is a long process with many different timelines and expectations.

Fourth, in this scenario incentives to go nuclear are extremely powerful. Japan is likely to be the trigger, Taiwan will likely move in this direction, and even South Korea will find the strategic logic of becoming a nuclear weapons state difficult to resist. Thus, a wave of proliferation could flow: if Japan goes nuclear, Indonesia, Australia, Malaysia, and perhaps others will likely be close behind. 

Fifth, the rapid shifting of alliances and relationships in this scenario is creating strange bedfellows—some for only tactical advantage, some issue-based and of short duration. This strategic dance will accelerate and intensify as the breakdown of the U.S.-ROK alliance becomes evident. Any attempt by South Korea to go it alone in this world is difficult to imagine; to the contrary, Seoul’s objectives will need to be adjusted to reflect the realities of the new partnerships occurring around South Korea.

Sixth, in the absence of the alliance—or even with the threat of dissolution—a number of other actors rapidly acquire incentives to stimulate the ROK’s sense of threat from North Korea. 

Seventh, the Japan that eventually emerges from this process—more nationalistic, assertive, well armed, and nuclear—may not be the Japan other Asian countries wish to see. Japan has over the last few decades tempered its historical persona among Asians who used to fear first and foremost that this Asian state would become a “normal nation.” Do the dynamics associated with a breakdown of the U.S.-ROK security alliance encourage the evolution of a Japan that is again “abnormal”?

Eighth, in this scenario Russia evolves as strategically flexible and with many options, plenty of room to maneuver, and the ability to play all sides with equal facility. 
Ninth, the dissolution of the U.S.-ROK alliance will force India to make some important strategic choices. Not only will New Delhi have difficulty hedging on all fronts, especially between Japan and China, but India’s decisions will have a powerful effect on other parts of what has become a much larger chessboard. 

Finally, this scenario describes a changing strategic landscape in which the possibility of misjudgments and miscalculations rises dramatically and risk-taking has greater attractions. If the United States and South Korea ever reach this impasse, Asia will become a more dangerous place to the detriment of nearly everyone.
2NC Link Module – Turkey
The effectiveness of the deterrent isn’t relevant – other nations still perceive Turkish TNWs as a symbol of leadership.

Sariibrahimoglu 2009 [Lale, head Eurasian analyst for the Jamestown foundation,  “Turkey to face pressure over US nukes on its soil”, http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/detaylar.do?load=detay&link=174286]

Neither NATO nor the US will publicly admit to the existence of nuclear weapons deployed during the Cold War years in five NATO countries, including Turkey. NATO and the US Department of Defense do not publicly release information on the deployment of those weapons, either. Belgium and Germany, which also hosts US nuclear weapons on its soil, debated in their parliaments almost two weeks ago the withdrawal of those weapons from their territory. Those debates have now raised questions over what Turkey's policy will be on the fate of those weapons believed to be deployed at the İncirlik base in southern Turkey.  According to the US-based Arms Control Association, under NATO nuclear-sharing arrangements, an estimated 480 tactical nuclear weapons remain deployed in five NATO non-nuclear-weapon states (Belgium, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands and Turkey) and in the United Kingdom, which also possesses an independent nuclear arsenal. Canada and Greece ended their participation in nuclear sharing. At this stage Turkish diplomatic sources decline to comment on what Ankara's policy will be if NATO presses and finally agrees on a unanimous decision to withdraw the weapons from Turkish soil, too.  But Mustafa Kibaroğlu, an associate professor at Ankara's Bilkent University and an expert on arms control issues, told Today's Zaman that Turkish decision makers, i.e., both the political and the military leadership, are for maintaining those weapons on Turkish soil to continue their deterrence capabilities in the region, which includes the Balkans, the Middle East and the Mediterranean. Second, Turkey sees the US as the backbone of deterrence in the region and does not favor the idea of scrapping the nukes from its soil.  Kibaroğlu, in an article he had published by the Routledge publishing house in December 2005 under the headline "Isn't it Time to Say Farewell to Nukes in Turkey?," gives an in-depth analysis of the rationale behind the Turkish reluctance over the idea to scrap US nukes on its territory.  Kibaroğlu states in his article that the attitude of Turkish officials toward US nuclear weapons deployed in Turkey for over four decades has been static. Officials have understandable arguments, based on their threat analysis, as to why these weapons should be retained in Turkey.  "However, since the Sept. 11 terrorist attacks, the international security environment has undergone radical changes. The classical deterrent value of nuclear weapons no longer applies with these emerging threats. At the same time, there is an increased probability of unauthorized use of crude radiological devices or nuclear weapons by terrorist organizations. In addition to increased security at storage sites, bolder steps must be taken by concerned countries to get rid of nuclear weapons. Such steps should begin with reducing the number of US nuclear weapons deployed in allied countries, including Turkey," he asserts.  Turkey's possible reluctance to agree on the withdrawal of nukes from its soil sets another example of the Turkish state's inability to adjust itself to the new realities of the world following the demise of the Soviet Union in the early 1990s, recalled a Turkish security analyst.  Neighboring Iran's possible attempts to acquire nuclear weapons may also harden the Turkish policy of agreeing to the withdrawal of US nuclear weapons from its soil, asserted the same analyst.  In a major speech delivered in Prague on April 5, US President Barack Obama outlined his vision for strengthening the global effort to curb the spread of nuclear weapons, moving forward on long-overdue disarmament measures and preventing nuclear terrorism. He stated "clearly and with conviction America's commitment to seek the peace and security of a world without nuclear weapons."  Obama's major call on curbing nuclear weapons in the world also hints at a divergence of opinion emerging between the two close NATO allies -- Turkey and the US -- since the latter has reportedly not opposed the withdrawal of its nuclear weapons from five NATO states, including Turkey.  Despite speculated Turkish opposition to withdrawing the nukes on its soil, fresh debates in the parliaments of NATO countries, such as Germany, signal that Ankara is to face increased pressure from the alliance over their removal.  According to the Arms Control Association, the US has withdrawn more than 90 percent of the 4,000 tactical nuclear weapons it had deployed in Europe at the end of the Cold War. It mainly did so to implement the Presidential Nuclear Initiatives (PNIs) announced in 1991 by then-presidents George H.W. Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev. The nuclear weapons remain in US custody during peacetime, but an estimated 180 such weapons can be released to US allies for delivery in times of war, it added.  Experts estimate that Russia still holds at least 3,000 tactical nuclear weapons, although many of these may not be in usable condition, said the Arms Control Association. The United States says that Russia has been implementing its obligations under the PNIs "for the most part" but still has questions, particularly with regard to Moscow's land-based tactical nuclear arsenal, the Arms Control Association said. 

2NC Impact – Economy
Heg is key to the economy

Mandelbaum 2005 [Michael, Director & Professor of American Foreign Policy Program @ Johns Hopkins University, The Case for Goliath]

It is satisfying because if the strings that manipulate events the world over lead back to Washington and New York, then the world may be seen as intelligible, coherent, and rational, if not benign. It is plausible because, as by far the most powerful member of the system of sovereign states, the United States surely does exercise considerable influence. Globalization—the spread around the world of cross-border economic transactions—is not an American invention, nor does the United States control the trade and investment that enriches some, harms others, and alters the daily routines of tens of millions; but American-based firms certainly do conduct a large part of the world's trade and investment, American economic policies do affect conditions in the rest of the world and the system of global market relations within which these often disruptive transactions take places does rest on the military might and the economic strength of the international system's most powerful member.

Economic decline causes global nuclear war.

Mead 2009 [Walter Russell Mead, Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2/4/2009, The New Republic, “Only Makes You Stronger,” http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2]
So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. 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. 

2NC Impact – Proliferation

Heg deters proliferation

Mandelbaum 2005 [Michael, Director & Professor of American Foreign Policy Program @ Johns Hopkins University, The Case for Goliath]
The greatest threat to their security that the members of the international system did face in the new century, one that the United States had devoted considerable resources and political capital to containing and that a serious reduction in the American global rule would certainly aggravate, was the spread of nuclear weapons. Nuclear proliferation poses three related dangers. The first is that, in the absence of an American nuclear guarantee, major countries in Europe and Asia will feel the need to acquire their own nuclear armaments. If the United States withdrew from Europe and East Asia, Germany might come to consider it imprudent to deal with a nuclear-armed Russia, and Japan with a nuclear-armed China, without nuclear arms of their own. They would seek these weapons in order to avoid an imbalance in power that might work to their disadvantage. The acquisition of nuclear weapons by such affluent, democratic, peaceful countries would not, by itself, trigger a war. It could, however, trigger arms races similar to the one between the United States and the Soviet Union during the Cold War. It would surely make Europe and East Asia less comfortable places, and relations among the countries of these regions more suspicious, than was the case at the outset of the twenty-first century. The spread of nuclear weapons poses a second danger, which the United States exerted itself to thwart to the extent of threatening a war in North Korea and actually waging one in Iraq and that the recession of American power would increase: the possession of nuclear armaments by "rogue" states, countries governed by regimes at odds with their neighbors and hostile to prevailing international norms. A nuclear-armed Iraq, an unlikely development after the over-throw of Saddam Hussein's regime, or a nuclear-armed Iran, a far more plausible prospect, would make the international relations of the Persian Gulf far more dangerous. That in turn would threaten virtually every country in the world because so much of the oil on which they all depend comes from that region.' A nuclear-armed North Korea would similarly change the international relations of East Asia for the worse. Especially if the United States withdrew from the region, South Korea and Japan, and perhaps ultimately Tai-wan, might well decide to equip themselves with nuclear weapons of their own. A North Korean nuclear arsenal would pose yet a third threat: nuclear weapons in the hands of a terrorist group such as al Qaeda. Lacking the infrastructure of a sovereign state, a terrorist organization probably could not construct a nuclear weapon itself. But it could purchase either a full-fledged nuclear explosive or nuclear material that could form the basis for a device that, while not actually exploding, could spew poisonous radiation over populated areas, killing or infecting many thousands of people.' Nuclear materials are potentially available for purchase not only in North Korea but elsewhere as well.

Proliferation causes extinction

Utgoff 2002 [Victor A., Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, & Resources Division of Institute for Defense Analysis, Survival, Summer, ProQuest]
In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations. This kind of world is in no nation’s interest.

2NC Impact – China
Primacy is key to contain Chinese expansion
Thayer 2006 [Bradley A., Prof. Poli. Sci. @ Mo State U, In Defense of Primacy, The National Interest, November]
China is clearly the most important of these states because it is a rising great power. But even Beijing is intimidated by the United States and refrains from openly challenging U.S. power. China proclaims that it will, if necessary, resort to other mechanisms of challenging the United States, including asymmetric strategies such as targeting communication and intelligence satellites upon which the United States depends. But China may not be confident those strategies would work, and so it is likely to refrain from testing the United States directly for the foreseeable future because China's power benefits, as we shall see, from the international order U.S. primacy creates.

And, confrontation with China causes extinction

Straits Times, 00 
(6/25, “Regional Fallout: No one gains in war over Taiwan,” lexis)

THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armageddon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.
2NC Impact – China

Independently, Chinese rise causes global nuclear war.

Walton 2007 [C. Dale, Lecturer in IR and Strat. Studies @ U of Reading, “Geopolitics and the Great Powers in the 21st Century,” p. 49]
Obviously, it is of vital importance to the United States that the PRC does not become the hegemon of Eastern Eurasia. As noted above, however, regardless of what Washington does, China's success in such an endeavor is not as easily attainable as pessimists might assume. The PRC appears to be on track to be a very great power indeed, but geopolitical conditions are not favorable for any Chinese effort to establish sole hegemony; a robust multipolar system should suffice to keep China in check, even with only minimal American intervention in local squabbles. The more worrisome danger is that Beijing will cooperate with a great power partner, establishing a very muscular axis. Such an entity would present a critical danger to the balance of power, thus both necessitating very active American intervention in Eastern Eurasia and creating the underlying conditions for a massive, and probably nuclear, great power war. Absent such a "super-threat," however, the demands on American leaders will be far more subtle: creating the conditions for Washington's gentle decline from playing the role of unipolar quasi-hegemon to being "merely" the greatest of the world's powers, while aiding in the creation of a healthy multipolar system that is not marked by close great power alliances.

2NC Impact – Asian Proliferation
Heg is key to solve East Asian proliferation

Lieber 2005 [Robert, Prof. Gov’t and Int’l Affairs @ Georgetown U, The American Era: Power and Strategy for the 21st Century]
Taken together, these Asian involvements are not without risk, especially vis-a-vis North Korea, China-Taiwan, and the uncertain future of a nuclear-armed Pakistan. Nonetheless, the American engagement provides both reassurance and deterrence and thus eases the security dilemmas of the key states there, including countries that are America's allies but remain suspicious of each other. Given the history of the region, an American withdrawal would be likely to trigger arms races and the accelerated proliferation of nuclear weapons. It is thus no exaggeration to describe the American presence as providing the "oxygen" crucial for the region's stability and economic prosperity.37

East Asian proliferation results in extinction

Cirincione 2k [Joseph, Director of Non-Proliferation Project @ the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, The Asian Nuclear Reaction Chain, Spring]
The blocks would fall quickest and hardest in Asia, where proliferation pressures are already building more quickly than anywhere else in the world. If a nuclear breakout takes place in Asia, then the international arms control agreements that have been painstakingly negotiated over the past 40 years will crumble. Moreover, the United States could find itself embroiled in its fourth war on the Asian continent in six decades--a costly rebuke to those who seek the safety of Fortress America by hiding behind national missile defenses. Consider what is already happening: North Korea continues to play guessing games with its nuclear and missile programs; South Korea wants its own missiles to match Pyongyang's; India and Pakistan shoot across borders while running a slow-motion nuclear arms race; China modernizes its nuclear arsenal amid tensions with Taiwan and the United States; Japan's vice defense minister is forced to resign after extolling the benefits of nuclear weapons; and Russia-whose Far East nuclear deployments alone make it the largest Asian nuclear power-struggles to maintain territorial coherence. Five of these states have nuclear weapons; the others are capable of constructing them. Like neutrons firing from a split atom, one nation's actions can trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn, stimulate additional actions. These nations form an interlocking Asian nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development.  If the frequency and intensity of this reaction cycle increase, critical decisions taken by any one of these governments could cascade into the second great wave of nuclear-weapon proliferation, bringing regional and global economic and political instability and, perhaps, the first combat use of a nuclear weapon since 1945. 

2NC Impact – Democracy
Heg is key to spread democracy

Thayer 2006 [Bradley A., Prof. Poli. Sci. @ Mo State U, In Defense of Primacy, The National Interest, November]

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 Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)."

Democracy prevents extinction

Diamond 1995 [Larry, Senior Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Promoting Democracy in the 1990s, wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/1.htm]
This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones, Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness.  LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.
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