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***General***
Hege Sustainable

US hege sustainable – multiple reasons
Slaughter ‘09 [Anne-Marie, of the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, Princeton, Foreign Affairs, January- February 2009, “America's Edge Subtitle: Power in the Networked Century,” p. 94]
Almost 30 years ago, the psychologist Carol Gilligan wrote about differences between the genders in their modes of thinking. She observed that men tend to see the world as made up of hierarchies of power and seek to get to the top, whereas women tend to see the world as containing webs of relationships and seek to move to the center. Gilligan's observations may be a function of nurture rather than nature; regardless, the two lenses she identified capture the differences between the twentieth-century and the twenty-first-century worlds. The twentieth-century world was, at least in terms of geopolitics, a billiard-ball world, described by the political scientist Arnold Wolfers as a system of self-contained states colliding with one another. The results of these collisions were determined by military and economic power. This world still exists today: Russia invades Georgia, Iran seeks nuclear weapons, the United States strengthens its ties with India as a hedge against a rising China. This is what Fareed Zakaria, the editor of Newsweek International, has dubbed "the post-American world," in which the rise of new global powers inevitably means the relative decline of U.S. influence. The emerging networked world of the twenty-first century, however, exists above the state, below the state, and through the state. In this world, the state with the most connections will be the central player, able to set the global agenda and unlock innovation and sustainable growth. Here, the United States has a clear and sustainable edge. THE HORIZON OF HOPE The United States' advantage is rooted in demography, geography, and culture. The United States has a relatively small population, only 20-30 percent of the size of China's or India's. Having fewer people will make it much easier for the United States to develop and profit from new energy technologies. At the same time, the heterogeneity of the U.S. population will allow Washington to extend its global reach. To this end, the United States should see its immigrants as living links back to their home countries and encourage a two-way flow of people, products, and ideas. The United States is the anchor of the Atlantic hemisphere, a broadly defined area that includes Africa, the Americas, and Europe. The leading countries in the Atlantic hemisphere are more peaceful, stable, and economically diversified than those in the Asian hemisphere. At the same time, however, the United States is a pivotal power, able to profit simultaneously from its position in the Atlantic hemisphere and from its deep ties to the Asian hemisphere. The Atlantic and Pacific Oceans have long protected the United States from invasion and political interference. Soon, they will shield it from conflicts brought about by climate change, just as they are already reducing the amount of pollutants that head its way. The United States has a relatively horizontal social structure -- albeit one that has become more hierarchical with the growth of income inequality -- as well as a culture of entrepreneurship and innovation. These traits are great advantages in a global economy increasingly driven by networked clusters of the world's most creative people. On January 20, 2009, Barack Obama will set about restoring the moral authority of the United States. The networked world provides a hopeful horizon. In this world, with the right policies, immigrants can be a source of jobs rather than a drain on resources, able to link their new home with markets and suppliers in their old homes. Businesses in the United States can orchestrate global networks of producers and suppliers. Consumers can buy locally, from revived local agricultural and customized small-business economies, and at the same time globally, from anywhere that can advertise online. The United States has the potential to be the most innovative and dynamic society anywhere in the world. 
Heg Unsustainable 

Hegemony is not sustainable – current trends show decline in all facets of US power
Haas ‘08 [Richard, CFR pres., May/June, http://www.foreignaffairs.org/20080501faessay87304/richard-n-haass/the-age-of-nonpolarity.html]

In this world, the United States is and will long remain the largest single aggregation of power. It spends more than $500 billion annually on its military -- and more than $700 billion if the operations in Afghanistan and Iraq are included -- and boasts land, air, and naval forces that are the world's most capable. Its economy, with a GDP of some $14 trillion, is the world's largest. The United States is also a major source of culture (through films and television), information, and innovation. But the reality of American strength should not mask the relative decline of the United States' position in the world -- and with this relative decline in power an absolute decline in influence and independence. The U.S. share of global imports is already down to 15 percent. Although U.S. GDP accounts for over 25 percent of the world's total, this percentage is sure to decline over time given the actual and projected differential between the United States' growth rate and those of the Asian giants and many other countries, a large number of which are growing at more than two or three times the rate of the United States. GDP growth is hardly the only indication of a move away from U.S. economic dominance. The rise of sovereign wealth funds -- in countries such as China, Kuwait, Russia, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates -- is another. These government-controlled pools of wealth, mostly the result of oil and gas exports, now total some $3 trillion. They are growing at a projected rate of $1 trillion a year and are an increasingly important source of liquidity for U.S. firms. High energy prices, fueled mostly by the surge in Chinese and Indian demand, are here to stay for some time, meaning that the size and significance of these funds will continue to grow. Alternative stock exchanges are springing up and drawing away companies from the U.S. exchanges and even launching initial public offerings (IPOs). London, in particular, is competing with New York as the world's financial center and has already surpassed it in terms of the number of IPOs it hosts. The dollar has weakened against the euro and the British pound, and it is likely to decline in value relative to Asian currencies as well. A majority of the world's foreign exchange holdings are now in currencies other than the dollar, and a move to denominate oil in euros or a basket of currencies is possible, a step that would only leave the U.S. economy more vulnerable to inflation as well as currency crises. U.S. primacy is also being challenged in other realms, such as military effectiveness and diplomacy. Measures of military spending are not the same as measures of military capacity. September 11 showed how a small investment by terrorists could cause extraordinary levels of human and physical damage. Many of the most costly pieces of modern weaponry are not particularly useful in modern conflicts in which traditional battlefields are replaced by urban combat zones. In such environments, large numbers of lightly armed soldiers can prove to be more than a match for smaller numbers of highly trained and better-armed U.S. troops. Power and influence are less and less linked in an era of nonpolarity. U.S. calls for others to reform will tend to fall on deaf ears, U.S. assistance programs will buy less, and U.S.-led sanctions will accomplish less. After all, China proved to be the country best able to influence North Korea's nuclear program. Washington's ability to pressure Tehran has been strengthened by the participation of several western European countries -- and weakened by the reluctance of China and Russia to sanction Iran. Both Beijing and Moscow have diluted international efforts to pressure the government in Sudan to end its war in Darfur. Pakistan, meanwhile, has repeatedly demonstrated an ability to resist U.S. entreaties, as have Iran, North Korea, Venezuela, and Zimbabwe. The trend also extends to the worlds of culture and information. Bollywood produces more films every year than Hollywood. Alternatives to U.S.-produced and disseminated television are multiplying. Web sites and blogs from other countries provide further competition for U.S.-produced news and commentary. The proliferation of information is as much a cause of nonpolarity as is the proliferation of weaponry.
Hege Good- Nuclear War

Leadership prevents global nuclear exchange

Khalilzad ‘95 [Zalmay, Defense Analyst at RAND, "Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War" The Washington Quarterly, RETHINKING GRAND STRATEGY; Vol. 18, No. 2; Pg. 84]
Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
Rapid changes in the power structure of a unipolar world cause extinction

Nye ‘90 [Joseph, former assistant secretary of defense and president of Harvard's Kennedy school of government Bound To Lead: The Changing Nature Of American Power 1990, p. 16-17]

Some suggest that the current debate on American decline should be regarded as a register of mass psychology and popular fads rather than an analysis of power.42 Others ask why Americans should worry about power. Why not focus solely on wealth and live as well as Swedes or Canadians? The short answer is that the United States is not in the same geopolitical position as Sweden or Canada. It cannot afford a free ride in world politics. If the largest country in a world of nation-states abdicates leadership (as the United States did in the 1920s), the results can be disastrous for all. In an assessment of the debate about American decline, British scholar Susan Strange concludes that "we are all in agreement... on the critical nature of the present end-of-century decade. We share a common perception that mankind... is standing at a fork in the road... In the last resort, it may be that this common concern is more significant than the differences in interpretation.Decline and War Perceptions of change in the relative power of nations are of critical importance to understanding the relationship between decline and war. One of the oldest generalizations about international politics attributes the onset of major wars to shifts in power among the leading nations. Thus Thucydides accounted for the onset of the Peloponnesian War which destroyed the power of ancient Athens. The history of the interstate system since 1500 is punctuated by severe wars in which one country struggled to surpass another as the leading state. If, as Robert Gilpin argues, "international politics has not changed fundamentally over the millennia," the implications for the future are bleak. And if fears about shifting power precipitate a major war in a world with 50,000 nuclear weapons, history as we know it may end.

Hege Good- Nuclear War

US heg is key to preventing nuclear wars, economic collapse, and terrorism
Brooks ‘06 [Peter, senior fellow at The Heritage Foundation, "Why they need us: Imagine a world without America", Heritage Foundation Commentary, July 4th]

For all the worldwide whining and bellyaching about the United States, today - America's 230th birthday - provides an opportune time for them to consider for just a moment what the world might be like without good ol' Uncle Sam. The picture isn't pretty. Absent U.S. leadership, diplomatic influence, military might, economic power and unprecedented generosity, life aboard planet earth would likely be pretty grim, indeed. Set aside the differences America made last century - just imagine a world where this country had vanished on Jan. 1, 2001. On security, the United States is the global balance of power. While it's not our preference, we are the world's "cop on the beat," providing critical stability in some of the planet's toughest neighborhoods. Without the U.S. "Globo-cop," rivals India and Pakistan might well find cause to unleash the dogs of war in South Asia - undoubtedly leading to history's first nuclear (weapons) exchange. Talk about Fourth of July fireworks . . . In Afghanistan, al Qaeda would still be an honored guest, scheming over a global caliphate stretching from Spain to Indonesia. It wouldn't be sending fighters to Iraq; instead, Osama's gang would be fighting them tooth and nail from Saudi Arabia to "Eurabia." In Asia, China would be the "Middle Kingdom," gobbling up democratic Taiwan and compelling pacifist Japan (reluctantly) to join the nuclear weapons club. The Koreas might fight another horrific war, resulting in millions of deaths. A resurgent Russia, meanwhile, would be breathing down the neck of its "near abroad" neighbors. Forget the democratic revolutions in Ukraine and Georgia, Comrade! In Europe, they'd be taking orders from Paris or Berlin - if those rivals weren't at each other's throats again. In Africa, Liberia would still be under Charles Taylor's sway, and Sudan would have no peace agreement. And what other nation could or would provide freedom of the seas for commerce, including the shipment of oil and gas - all free of charge? Weapons of mass destruction would be everywhere. North Korea would be brandishing a solid nuclear arsenal. Libya would not have given up its weapons, and Pakistan's prodigious proliferator, A.Q. Khan, would still be going door to door, hawking his nuclear wares. Also missing would be other gifts from "Uncle Sugar" - starting with 22 percent of the U.N. budget. That includes half the operations of the World Food Program, which feeds over 100 million in 81 countries. Gone would be 17 percent of UNICEF's costs to feed, vaccinate, educate and protect children in 157 countries - and 31 percent of the budget of the U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees, which assists more than 19 million refugees across the globe. In 2005, Washington dispensed $28 billion in foreign aid, more than double the amount of the next highest donor (Japan), contributing nearly 26 percent of all official development assistance from the large industrialized countries. Moreover, President Bush's five-year $15 billion commitment under the Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief is the largest commitment by a single nation toward an international health initiative - ever - working in over 100 (mostly African) countries. The United States is the world's economic engine. We not only have the largest economy, we spend 40 percent of the world's budget on R&D, driving mind-boggling innovation in areas like information technology, defense and medicine. We're the world's ATM, too, providing 17 percent of the International Monetary Fund's resources for nations in fiscal crisis, and funding 13 percent of World Bank programs that dole out billions in development assistance to needy countries. And what does Uncle Sam get in return? Mostly grief, especially from all the ungrateful freeloaders who benefit tremendously from the global "public goods" we so selflessly provide with our time, effort, blood and treasure. How easily - and conveniently - they forget . . . unless they need help, of course. But let us never forget, especially today, that despite the name-calling, the jeers, the petty jealousies, we're the envy of the world - and rightfully so. The fact is that no matter what anyone says: No country has given so much to so many so often - while asking for so little in return - for so little gratitude than this great country of ours. So Happy birthday, America! Stand tall and proud - you've earned it.
Hege Good - Economy
Hege solves economic collapse and nuclear war

Mandelbaum ‘05 [Michael, Professor and Director of the American Foreign Policy Program at Johns Hopkins, The Case for Goliath: How America Acts As the World’s Government in the Twenty-First Century, p. 224]

At best, an American withdrawal would bring with it some of the political anxiety typical during the Cold War and a measure of the economic uncertainty that characterized the years before World War II. At worst, the retreat of American power could lead to a repetition of the great global economic failure and the bloody international conflicts the world experienced in the 1930s and 1940s. Indeed, the potential for economic calamity and wartime destruction is greater at the outset of the new century than it was in the first half of the preceding one because of the greater extent of international economic interdependence and the higher levels of prosperity—there is more to lose now than there was then—and because of the presence, in large numbers, of nuclear weapons.

Global economy recovery key to prevent nuclear World War III

O'Donnell, 2009 Baltimore Republican Examiner writer and Marine Corps Reserve squad leader, 9
[Sean, 2-26-2009, The Baltimore Republican Examiner, "Will this recession lead to World War III?," http://www.examiner.com/x- 3108-Baltimore-Republican- Examiner~y2009m2d26-Will-this- recession-lead-to-World-War- III]

Could the current economic crisis affecting this country and the world lead to another world war? The answer may be found by looking back in history.  One of the causes of World War I was the economic rivalry that existed between the nations of Europe. In the 19th century France and Great Britain became wealthy through colonialism and the control of foreign resources. This forced other up-and-coming nations (such as Germany) to be more competitive in world trade which led to rivalries and ultimately, to war.  After the Great Depression ruined the economies of Europe in the 1930s, fascist movements arose to seek economic and social control. From there fanatics like Hitler and Mussolini took over Germany and Italy and led them both into World War II.  With most of North America and Western Europe currently experiencing a recession, will competition for resources and economic rivalries with the Middle East, Asia, or South American cause another world war? Add in nuclear weapons and Islamic fundamentalism and things look even worse.  Hopefully the economy gets better before it gets worse and the terrifying possibility of World War III is averted. However sometimes history repeats itself.
Hege Bad- Nuclear War

Hegemony causes a nuclear backlash – US poses a threat

Eland ’02 [Ivan, Director of defense policy studies at the Cato Institute, “The Empire Strikes Out The "New Imperialism" and Its Fatal Flaws", Cato policy analysis no 459, nov 26]

Since the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the United States, several commentators have advanced the idea of security through empire. They claim that the best way to protect the United States in the 21st century is to emulate the British, Roman, and other empires of the past. The logic behind the idea is that if the United States can consolidate the international system under its enlightened hegemony, America will be both safer and more prosperous. Although the word “empire” is not used, the Bush administration’s ambitious new National Security Strategy seems to embrace the notion of neoimperialism. The idea, however, ignores the fact that today’s world bears little resemblance to the one over which Britain or Rome once presided. Two differences are obvious: First, the world is far more interconnected today, which makes the consequences of sanctimonious, arrogant, or clumsy international behavior riskier politically, diplomatically, and economically. Second, the potential costs associated with making enemies today are far greater than they were for empires past. Indeed, the British and the Romans were the targets of assassinations, arson, and other forms of anti-imperial backlash, but that activity was typically small-scale and took place far from the mother country. Forms of backlash today, in contrast, could be large-scale and directed at America’s homeland. Most of all, the strategy of empire is likely to overstretch and bleed America’s economy and its military and federal budgets, and the overextension could hasten the decline of the United States as a superpower, as it did the Soviet Union and Great Britain. The strategy could also have the opposite effect from what its proponents claim it would have; that is, it would alarm other nations and peoples and thus provoke counterbalancing behavior and create incentives for other nations to acquire weapons of mass destruction as an insurance policy against American military might.
Hege risks great power wars that go nuclear

Gholz, Press and Sapolsky ‘97 [Gholz and Press are doctoral candidates in the Department of Political Science at MIT, Sapolsky is Professor of Public Policy and Organization in Political Science at MIT, and Director of MIT defense studies program (Eugene, Daryl, Harvey, "Come Home America" International Security vol 21, no 4, spring, pg 34]

The global economy may be disrupted by war, depending on who is involved, but even in the worst case, the costs would be manageable. Trade accounts for roughly 20 percent of the American economy,77 and sudden, forced autarky would be devastating for American prosperity. But no great power war could come close to forcing American autarky: essentially all goods have substitute sources of supply at varying marginal increases in cost. Furthermore, wars never isolate the fighting countries completely from external trade. Some dislocation is a real possibility, but these short-term costs would not justify the risks of fighting a great power war. The risk of nuclear escalation is a reason to worry about great power war, but it is a highly suspect reason to favor a military policy that puts U.S. forces between feuding great powers. Nuclear weapons may not be used in a future great power war; the fear of retaliation should breed great caution on the part of the belligerents.78 But the larger point is that the possibility of a faraway nuclear exchange is precisely the reason that America should keep its military forces out of other country's disputes.79 An Indo-Pakistani nuclear war would be a terrible thing, but it makes no sense to get in the middle. Distant wars would be costly, but not nearly as costly as the solution that selective engagers propose. Five decades ago, America's leaders asked the people to defend the world from Soviet military power. Admirably, Americans rose to the occasion. But now they are being asked to shoulder a dangerous new burden: to protect the great powers from themselves. Before undertaking this costly and dangerous "social science experiment," Americans should look closely at the costs of engagement, the prospects for success, and the risks if things go awry. Careful comparison shows restraint to be the better strategy.

Hege Bad- Prolif
Hegemony causes massive proliferation- countries would want the bomb to defend themselves
Chomsky ‘03 [Noam, Professor at MIT of Linguistics, Hegemony or Survival, American’s Quest for Global Dominance, 2003]

Several leading figures of the foreign policy elite have pointed out that the potential targets of America’s imperial ambition are not likely to simply await destruction. They “know that the United States can be held at bay only by deterrence,” Kenneth Waltz has written, and that “weapons of mass destruction are the only means to deter the United States.” Washington’s policies are therefore leading to proliferation of WMD, Waltz concludes, tendencies accelerated by its commitment to dismantle international mechanisms to control the resort to violence. These warnings we reiterated as Bush prepared to attack Iraq: one consequence, according to Stephen Miller, is that others “are likely to draw the conclusion that weapoons of mass destruction are necessary to deter American intervention.” Another well-known specialist warned that the “general strategy of preventive war” is likely to provide others with “overwhelming incentives to wield weapons of terror and mass destruction” as a deterrent to the “unbridled use of American poower.” Many have noted the likely impetus to Iranian nuclear weapons programs. And “there is no question that the lesson that North Koreans have learned from iraq is that it needs a nuclear deterrent,” Selig Harrison commented.

Proliferation causes extinction

Taylor ’02 [Stuart Taylor, Senior Writer with the National Journal and editor at Newsweek, Legal Times, 9-16-2002]
Unless we get serious about stopping proliferation, we are headed for "a world filled with nuclear-weapons states, where every crisis threatens to go nuclear," where "the survival of civilization truly is in question from day to day," and where "it would be impossible to keep these weapons out of the hands of terrorists, religious cults, and criminal organizations." So writes Ambassador Thomas Graham Jr., a moderate Republican who served as a career arms-controller under six presidents and led the successful Clinton administration effort to extend the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. The only way to avoid such a grim future, he suggests in his memoir, Disarmament Sketches, is for the United States to lead an international coalition against proliferation by showing an unprecedented willingness to give up the vast majority of our own nuclear weapons, excepting only those necessary to deter nuclear attack by others
Hege Bad- Interventions

Heg causes unjust wars and intervention

Linden 2009 [Harry van der , Professor of Philosophy Butler University “Barack Obama, Resort to Force, and U.S. Military Hegemony”, International Journal of Applied Philosophy 23/1 (2009): 95-104. http://digitalcommons.butler.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1069&context=facsch_papers]

Since the Second World War, the political and military leadership of the United States has sought to maintain a position of global military dominance (hegemony) and since the collapse of the former Soviet Union this position has no longer been significantly challenged. The project of American military hegemony has gone hand in hand with a series of unjust wars and interventions. The record of Just War Theory (JWT) in condemning these acts of aggression is at best mixed, reflecting that there are different versions of JWT, some of which are more pacifistic than others, and that its war-decision (jus ad bellum) principles are somewhat underdetermined so that there is room for ideological distortion. What is also at stake is that JW theorists have neglected the very project of U.S. military hegemony in their resort-to-force deliberations. There are two complementary ways of fixing this problem. The first one is to assess American interventions in the context of how they contribute to U.S. military hegemony and share the global security costs of this project. Thus, on basis of the jus ad bellum principle of proportionality, a strong prima facie case can be made against U.S. military interventions as such.2 The second way is to assess U.S. military hegemony in terms of a new category of JWT, “just military preparedness,” consisting of five principles of “just military preparedness,” and show that the American failure to satisfy these principles undermines its capability of justly resorting to force.
US hege causes military intervention and political coups
Bill Van Auken April 18, 2009. Member, Socialist Equality Party (and predecessor Workers League organization), since1971. Reporter, World Socialist Web Site (WSWS) news service and other SEP publications, 1979-present. http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=13231]

While the US free trade agenda is effectively off the agenda of the Trinidad summit, Washington’s desire for a US-dominated system capable of warding off competition from Europe and Asia remains. Washington’s drive to establish economic and political hegemony in its “own backyard” has been a bedrock principle of US policy since the adoption of the Monroe Doctrine more than a century and a half ago. It has been responsible for dozens of US military interventions and military coups and the subordination of the region’s people to the interests of US-based banks and corporations.

Hege Bad- Capitalism

A. Obama uses hegemony and imperialism to spread capitalism

Van Auken ‘09 [Bill, April 18, 2009. Member, Socialist Equality Party (and predecessor Workers League organization), since1971. Reporter, World Socialist Web Site (WSWS) news service and other SEP publications, 1979-present. http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=13231]

With his trip to the Summit of the Americas in Trinidad and Tobago at the end of this week, President Barack Obama is attempting to put a new face on American imperialism’s pursuit of its strategic interests in Latin America, a region where the US once asserted unchallenged hegemony. These summits were first launched in 1994 by the Clinton administration with a meeting in Miami. Their principal purpose over the next decade was to further Washington’s agenda of establishing a Free Trade Agreement of the Americas (FTAA) based on US domination and “free-market” capitalism. This meant the scrapping of all barriers to foreign capitalist investment, deregulation of financial markets and the wholesale privatization of public enterprises and basic services.
B. Extinction is inevitable without transition away from capitalism

Istvan Meszaros, author of Beyond Capital, January 2000, Monthly Review, v51 i8 p26,“The Need for a Radical Alternative: Interview with Istvan Meszaros,” Interviewed by Elias Kanellis, infotrac
So, in answer to your question, I am firmly convinced that there is a future for a radical mass movement, not only in England but also in the rest of the world. Or, to put it in another way, if there is no future for such a movement, there can be no future for humanity itself. If I had to modify Rosa Luxemburg’s dictum, in relation to the dangers we face, I would add to "socialism or barbarism:" "barbarism if we are lucky"--in the sense that the extermination of humankind is the ultimate concomitant of capital’s destructive course of development. And the world of that third possibility, beyond the alternatives of "socialism or barbarism," would be fit only for cockroaches, which are said to be able to endure lethally high levels of nuclear radiation. This is the only rational meaning of capital’s third way.
Hege Bad- AT: Solves WMDs

US primacy fails to protect against the proliferation of WMDs

Krepon ‘02 [Michael, Founding President Henry L. Stimson Center, arms control and asymmetric warfare, disarmament.un.org/rcpd/pdf/5cnfkrepon.pdf]

This is not a good time to adhere to Cold War formulations for and against arms control. The incoming Bush administration took office with fixed views about the efficacy of treaties, nuclear weapons, and missile defenses – and with many questions about the efficacy of CTR programs. The administration’s reassessment has wisely led to a reaffirmation of the value of these programs, but its approach remains unbalanced in significant respects. US primacy is insufficient to reduce the dangers associated with proliferation, asymmetric warfare, and terrorism. When primacy is accompanied by the unraveling of treaty regimes, security is weakened.
Alt Causes to Hegemony- Iran

Iran is defying US hegemony which will encourage others to do the same

PressTV 1-27-10 [Wed, 27 Jan 2010 http://www.presstv.ir/detail.aspx?id=117141&sectionid=351020101]

Iran's former deputy chief nuclear negotiator says Tehran's persistence in pursuing its peaceful nuclear program has defied US hegemony.  "At the end of [President] Bush's tenure, the US had lost its identity as a hegemonic power because it did not gain any achievements in solving major international issues, including Iran's nuclear case," said Javad Vaeedi, the former deputy secretary of the Supreme National Security Council. "So Iran's persistence in its nuclear program showed others how to resist hegemony," Vaeedi added.  He made the remarks at a forum about US President Barack Obama's policies held at Tehran University on Tuesday.  The US believes that it should bring Iran's nuclear program under its control so that it can save face as a hegemonic power, Vaeedi stated.  He noted that Obama is trying to create a "global consensus" against Iran as part of his policy to increase the international pressure on Iran. But Obama has failed to fulfill his "change" motto, and the situation is developing in a way that is just the opposite of what he had promised during his presidential campaign, Vaeedi observed.
Troop Withdrawals Hurt Hegemony

Boots on the ground are key to hege and anti terrorism strategies

Linden 2009 [Harry van der, Professor of Philosophy Butler University “Barack Obama, Resort to Force, and U.S. Military Hegemony”, International Journal of Applied Philosophy 23/1 (2009): 95-104. http://digitalcommons.butler.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1069&context=facsch_papers]

Obama uncritically embraces the “global war on terrorism” in that he looks at terrorism foremost through a military lens rather than through a law-enforcement or criminal lens and, correspondingly, inflates the size and scope of the threat. He holds that one of the ways in which the “American moment” can be seized again is by American leadership in this war. On his account, this requires that the U.S. military adds superiority in counterterrorism to its traditional conventional dominance, and this will necessitate an “expansion of our ground forces by adding 65,000 soldiers to the Army and 27,000 Marines” because “the ability to put boots on the ground will be critical in eliminating the shadowy terrorist networks we now face.”13 

***Soft Power***
Soft Power Low

US soft power and hard power are waning- no one is taking us seriously anymore

Narwani 5-24-10 [Sharmine, Senior Associate, St. Antony's College, Oxford University, “Washington Just Lost the Middle East in a Big Way,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/sharmine-narwani/washington-just-lost-the_b_586222.html]

It's official. There is no longer any serious "cost" for defying the United States in the global arena. Unable to win wars or deliver diplomatic coups - and struggling to maintain our economic equilibrium - Washington has lost the fundamental tools for global leadership. And no place does this impotence manifest more vividly than the modern Middle East. Our pointless and protracted wars in Afghanistan and Iraq will be the last time we will launch a major battle in the region. That massive show of flexing brawn over brain burst a global perception bubble about our intentions, capabilities and reason. This credibility was compromised further with our irrational support of Israel's attacks on Lebanon and Gaza in 2006 and 2008/9 respectively. And by the double standards employed over Israel's violations of international law and its illegal nuclear weapons stash - particularly when viewed against the backdrop of our startling rhetoric over Iran's nuclear program. But nothing highlights our irrelevance more than two recent developments: 1) The US's inability today to convene even perfunctory peace talks between Israelis and Palestinians, let alone push through a negotiated solution - and this after 19 years of a "US-sponsored" peace process. 2) The US's inability to achieve a resolution with Iran over its nuclear program. The only breakthrough in this long-winded effort to tame Iran's nuclear aspirations was struck by Turkey and Brazil last week. In short, the US seems incapable of resolving even a traffic dispute in the Middle East. It is Qatar that stepped in to broker a deal between Hezbollah and the Lebanese government in 2008, and is knee deep in negotiating a solution to the conflict in Darfur. Syria helped gain the release of prisoners in Iran and Gaza. And now Turkey and Brazil have cajoled Iran into accepting an agreement that the US, France, England, Germany, Russia and China could not. We have been rendered irrelevant, despite our insistence on involving ourselves with every peep heard in the Mideast. 
Soft Power High

Obama is making great strides to restore soft power- his strategies are working
Brar ’09 [Denesha, writer and analyst at the Henry Jackson Society, “Obama- The Promise and Reality of the 'Soft Power President',” July 6, http://www.henryjacksonsociety.org/stories.asp?id=1212]

In contrast, Obama has appeared to make vast strides in developing America’s soft power capability. Even on the campaign trail, it was clear that he had a global appeal. His speech in Berlin was met with huge crowds and the overwhelming global support for him over McCain was clear. Joseph Nye claimed that Obama possessed a considerable degree of ‘individual soft power’ and since his election Obama has played to this strength, which has significantly restored some of America’s soft power capability.[5] New polling data from World Public Opinion has shown that Obama is the world’s most trusted leader with an average of 61% of respondents expressing confidence in him to ‘do the right thing in world affairs.’[6] Therefore, it is clear that Obama has managed to fulfil the initial promise of his election and has made great gains in restoring the soft power capabilities of America. A key factor behind Obama’s success in transforming America’s public image has been the distinct change in policy language. Obama has not completely abandoned every foreign policy initiative led by George Bush but he has ‘transformed the tone.’[7] By softening the rhetoric used, Obama has managed to change perceptions towards US foreign policy. The abandonment of the phrase ‘war on terror’ was criticised by Dick Cheney, who felt it was making America more vulnerable to attack. However, the Obama administration has clearly not abandoned the fight against terrorism and instead the change in language shows a more realistic analysis of the terrorist threat. Janet Napolitano, Obama’s Secretary for Homeland Security said that the phrase was abandoned because ‘it was too limiting’ and failed to address the true nature of terrorism.[8] This change in language and tone was also seen in Obama’s approach to the Middle East. The Cairo address made a number of references to ‘a new beginning between the United States and Muslims around the world’ and placed an emphasis on the importance of increased dialogue and cultural exchange. Obama’s Cairo address was a successful demonstration of how softer language does not necessarily imply weakness as he also condemned Islamic fundamentalism and the oppression of Muslim women. Indeed, the softer language has managed to restore some ground lost by the alienating rhetoric of George Bush. This has undoubtedly contributed to the restoration of America’s image by showing that it is willing to work with other countries in order to reach its goals rather than simply pressing ahead under the impression that countries are either with it or against. 

Obama’s presidency alone proves soft power is high

Brar ’09 [Denesha, writer and analyst at the Henry Jackson Society, “Obama- The Promise and Reality of the 'Soft Power President',” July 6, http://www.henryjacksonsociety.org/stories.asp?id=1212]

The election of Barack Obama as President of the United States of America was always going to change the world. Many heralded a new dawn of American foreign policy as the candidate had not only won the support of his people but had overwhelming global support with a ratio of 3 to 1 of world citizens preferring Obama to McCain.[1] The symbolism of his election was also considered key to the restoration of the image of American democracy and the American dream. A man called Barack Hussein Obama, the son of an immigrant, showed that American democracy could still work and that America had come a long way since the civil rights movement. He was a symbol of not only the American dream but of a changing world. With a Kenyan father, Kansan mother, born in Hawaii and partly raised in Indonesia, he exemplified the notion of a global citizen. Commentators and analysts who looked at his popularity declared him to be the ‘Soft Power President’ who would restore America’s image through his calm affability, brilliant oratory skills and strong public image. But has he lived up to the potential that he held in November? Has America’s soft power capability caught up with its hard power? Could a soft power President really change world politics and are there any dangers in focusing solely on soft power? 
Soft Power Key to Hege

Soft power is key to US leadership
Nye ‘08 [Joseph S, Harvard IR prof., p. 7, http://ann.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/616/1/94]
Promoting positive images of one’s country is not new, but the conditions for projecting soft power have transformed dramatically in recent years. For one thing, nearly half the countries in the world are now democracies. The competi- tive cold war model has become less relevant as a guide for public diplomacy. While there is still a need to provide accurate information to populations in coun- tries like Burma or Syria, where the government controls information, there is a new need to garner favorable public opinion in countries like Mexico and Turkey, where parliaments can now affect decision making. For example, when the United States sought support for the Iraq war, such as Mexico’s vote in the UN or Turkey’s permission for American troops to cross its territory, the decline of American soft power created a disabling rather than an enabling environment for its policies. Shaping public opinion becomes even more important where author- itarian governments have been replaced. Public support was not so important when the United States successfully sought the use of bases in authoritarian countries, but it turned out to be crucial under the new democratic conditions in Mexico and Turkey. Even when foreign leaders are friendly, their leeway may be limited if their publics and parliaments have a negative image of the United States. In such circumstances, diplomacy aimed at public opinion can become as important to outcomes as the traditional classified diplomatic communications among leaders. 

Soft power is key to sustain US hegemony
Shuja ‘08 [Sharif, Monash U Global Terrorism Research Unit Honorary Research Associate, “Why America Can Not Ignore Soft Power”, 3/22, p. 16-17]

However, it would be in the interests of the United States to create internal mechanisms for a more consistent and stable foreign policy, one that is consis- tent with the long-term policy goals of the State Department. Inconsistent uni- lateral actions, using hard power, by the United States both caused distrust by allies and increased suspicions by many nations who believe that the United States masks evil goals behind the rhetoric of idealism. On May 3, 2007, Singapore's Prime Minister Lee Hsien Loong stated in Washington that in this tumultuous period, America's leadership and purpose has become more critical than ever. I cannot help but fully endorse the sentiments of Prime Minister Lee. There is an urgent need for the US to evolve and develop an overall foreign policy which has coherent principles and acknowledges the merits of soft power.In contrast to hard power that rests on coercion and is derived from military and economic might, soft power rests, not on coercion, but on the ability of a nation to co-opt others to follow its will through the attractiveness of its culture, values, ideas and institutions. When a state can persuade and influ- ence others to aspire to share such values, it can lead by example and foster cooperation. Soft power includes propaganda, but is considerably broader. It is much more than 'image, public relations and ephemeral popularity'. It contains very real power - an ability to gain objectives. 
Soft Power Bad- Terrorism

A. Soft power breeds resentment – our culture is intrinsically offensive to other peoples
Huffington Post ‘06 [6/20, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/nathan-gardels/hollywood-in-the-world-a_b_23412.html]

This vast influence of American culture in the world is what Harvard professor Joseph Nye has called "soft power." Now, however, we are witnessing a mounting resistance, particularly from Asia and the Muslim world, to the American medium's libertarian and secular messages. There is also resistance to the mere fact of America's overwhelming cultural dominance. Josef Joffe, the publisher-editor of the German weekly Die Zeit has put it directly: "Between Vietnam and Iraq, America's cultural presence has expanded into ubiquity, and so has resentment of America. Soft power does not necessarily increase the world's love for America. It is still power, and it still makes enemies. If, as Nye has said, politics in the information age is about whose story wins, America's story, which has won for so long, is losing its universal appeal. Fewer and fewer are buying into the American narrative. Needless to say, that has big implications for America's storyteller -- Hollywood -- as well. America's soft power is losing its luster for several reasons. Though projected through movies and music, that power has been based fundamentally on ideals more or less realized in practice -- individual freedom, the rule of law, social and economic opportunity. In foreign policy it has meant the defense of human rights, the just use of force against fascism and the containment of Soviet power. Certainly the unilateral invasion and occupation of Iraq has fueled intense anger at America, eroding the natural sympathy after 9/11. But perhaps more disturbing to those who once held up America as a model has been not only Guantanamo, the Abu Ghraib prison abuse and the Haditha massacre but the White House defense of torture, its dismissal of the key aspects of the Geneva protocols on treatment of prisoners of war and the government wiretapping of its own citizens. The Katrina catastrophe in New Orleans not only exposed anew unsolved racial issues but revealed to a shocked world the burgeoning inequality that has crept back into American society as the welfare state has withered. The rise of the Christian right has made many, in Europe in particular, doubt whether a majority still shares America's founding commitment to the secular principles of the Enlightenment. Seized by the marketing machine, Hollywood entertainment has, with ever fewer exceptions, hewn to the blockbuster formula of action, violence, sex and special effects. A masterful drama like Orson Welles' "Citizen Kane" would be impossible to make in Hollywood today. In a recent Gallup Poll of 8,000 women in Muslim countries, the overwhelming majority cited "attachment to spiritual and moral values" as the best aspect of their own societies, while the most common answer to the question about what they admired least in the West was "moral decay, promiscuity and pornography" that pollsters called "the Hollywood image."
B. That causes extinction

Sid Ahmed 2004. (Mohammed. Extinction! http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm 

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

Soft Power Bad- Rogues
A. Obama soft power is counterproductive- it ruffles the feathers of rogue states and increases nuclear aggression

Carafano ’09 [James, PhD, Presidential Policy, August 11, “Exclusive: Obama’s ‘Soft Power’ Strategy Makes U.S. Look Weak,” http://www.familysecuritymatters.org/publications/id.3967/pub_detail.asp]

Last week, Washington seemed to lose more ground in dealing with its most intransigent foreign policy challenges. Topping foreign policy news for the week was Bill Clinton’s trip to North Korea where he got to “grip and grin” with the supreme leader Kim Jong-Il and secure the release of two American journalists imprisoned in the country. Sending Clinton, essentially Kim’s price for releasing the two Americans, was a mistake, argues Heritage North Korean expert Bruce Klingner. “Clinton’s mission risks undermining ongoing international efforts to pressure North Korea to abandon its nuclear weapons. The Obama Administration should have instead insisted on resolving the issue through existing diplomatic channels, including special envoy Ambassador Stephen Bosworth.” Rather than seeing how the crisis unfolded as good news, Klingner concluded, “Clinton's visit has roiled the North Korean policy waters beyond their already tumultuous state. There are great uncertainties over North Korean and U.S. intentions, escalating the risk of miscalculation, confrontation, and crisis.” While it is great to have the journalists back home, allowing North Korea to orchestrate the event may have the perverse affect of making it harder not easier to manage the rogue regime. Other breaking national security news involved another troubling state – Russia. Last week several news agencies broke the story of Russian nuclear subs resuming patrols off the US coast. Also making headlines were new reports of Russian arms sales to Venezuela. According to one press report, “President Hugo Chávez said Venezuela would purchase dozens of Russian tanks, in a move signaling growing military ties between the two countries that have frequently clashed with Washington.” Iran has been sending tough signals to Washington as well. Recently, an editorial in Conservative Iranian daily concluded, according to a translation provided by MEMRI.org that “the Americans are sending a desperate message to the world, begging Iran for dialogue.” Last week, when Mahmoud Ahmadinejad was sworn in to a second term as president (despite continuing protests over claims of election fraud) he showed little interest in playing nice with the United States. His speech included a rebuke of the West as well as an affirmation of a determination that Iran would play a lead role in managing the world. Meanwhile, in what seems like an instant reply of what happened in North Korea, Iranian officials claimed to have arrested three Americans that strayed across the border into Iran. The administration had little to say about of any of these incidents. By electing not to speak out forcefully on Russia’s muscle flexing in the Western Hemisphere; Iran’s intransigence over its nuclear program; or showing much outrage over incarcerating American citizens in Iran and North Korea and then using them for “bargaining chips,” the administration looks weak. In addition, its vaunted “soft power” campaign focused on negotiation and accommodation appears only to be encouraging these countries to be more, not less belligerent. 

B. That allows for dangerous brinksmanship and increases the risk of nuke war and accidents

Walt 2k [Stephen, Professor of International Affairs at Harvard, "Containing Rogues and Renegades: Coalition Strategies and Counterproliferation," The Coming Crisis: Nuclear Proliferation, U.S. Interests, and World Order, ed. Utgoff, p. 192-193]cn

The emergence of rogue states armed with WMD is believed to be especially dangerous for at least four reasons. First, such regimes are believed to be more likely to use these capabilities than other states would be, either because they are ideologically committed to altering the status quo or because they are less sensitive to the human costs that the use of such weapons might entail. Second, a rogue state armed with WMD might be able to deter other states from intervening against it, thereby facilitating its efforts to coerce or conquer its neighbors. In particular, some U.S. officials suggest that the threat of retaliation with WMD might deter the United States from using its superior conventional capabilities to counter conventional aggression, thereby placing current U.S. allies in jeopardy According to former U.S. Secretary of Defense Les Aspin, for example, "Today, the United States is the biggest kid on the block when it comes to conventional military forces and it is our potential adversaries who may attain nuclear weapons. So nuclear weapons may still be the great equalizer; the problem is the United States may now be the equalizee." Third, and following from the second point, the emergence of rogue states armed with WMD might make threatened states more reluctant to join alliances against them, for fear of becoming the victim of a highly destructive attack. Such fears could inhibit U.S. efforts to contain these regimes and could defeat multilateral efforts to moderate their international conduct. For example, Roger Molander and Peter Wilson argue that "a regional predator will find a small nuclear arsenal a powerful tool for collapsing regional military coalitions that the United States might craft to oppose such a future opponent,~' and former Defense Department official Zalmay Khalilzad suggests that rogue states such as Iraq and Iran might use WMD to "deter the United States and its allies from [acting] ... [or to] intimidate the GCC [Gulf Cooperation Council] states into not inviting U.S. or other Western forces to intervene," thereby facilitating renewed aggression in the Persian Gulf. Finally, many experts argue that a rogue state's unconventional arsenal would lack adequate safeguards and command-and control devices, thereby increasing the risk of theft, accidents, or unauthorized use. Even if rogue leaders proved more rational than many believe, the danger of inadvertent attacks would grow as more states acquire WMD capabilities.
Soft Power Bad- Rogues Extensions

Overly focusing on soft power trades off with hard power, which kills his ability to dissuade rogue aggression and proliferation

Brar ’09 [Denesha, writer and analyst at the Henry Jackson Society, “Obama- The Promise and Reality of the 'Soft Power President',” July 6, http://www.henryjacksonsociety.org/stories.asp?id=1212]

However, is an over-emphasis on soft power dangerous? By playing down America’s hard power, the US may be placing itself in a precarious position. Indeed, soft powers like culture, image and ideology cannot solve all the problems that will face Obama during his term. International trust will eventually fade unless he manages to prove that he can face the challenges and intricacies of foreign policy. When rhetoric can only do so much, Obama will have to turn to hard power to smooth out the rough edges of soft power. Finding a balance between the two has been called ‘smart power’[10] by Joseph Nye and if Obama can do this, he will be well placed to address major international relations problems. He has already begun to face the limitations of rhetoric in addressing the situations in Iran and North Korea. Throughout the 2008 Presidential race, Obama had expressed his willingness to ‘talk to our enemies’, in particular, Iran.[11] On the Persian new year in March 2009, he made an effort to address Iran’s rulers in order to demonstrate ‘acceptance of the government.’[12] However, when the Iranian election crisis resulted in bloody, mass protests on the streets of Tehran, Obama was silent. When it mattered and when dialogue could affect the situation, he chose to remain quiet. It was a difficult situation. He did not want to appear to be ‘meddling’ in to the outcome of the election nor did he want his silence to appear to be sanctioning the government’s actions. He eventually came out strongly against the government’s ‘outrageous’ use of violence and acknowledged that the possibility of direct talks between the US and Iran had been complicated by the election violence. Nevertheless, this response was considered weak and implicitly allowing the oppression of the Iranian people to continue. However, when criticising Obama’s weakness in Iran, it should be emphasised that he is only seven months into his first term. He has a lot of time to hone his abilities and to criticise him for not using hard power yet would be premature and unrealistic, especially in a situation as delicate as Iran. A similar problem regarding an effective balance of power faces Obama in North Korea but his reaction has been decidedly harsher. At a joint press conference with South Korea in June, Obama committed to ‘breaking the pattern’ of rewarding North Korea for behaving belligerently.[13] In order for his use of tough rhetoric to make an impact, he must follow this up with decisive action. By taking action and finding a suitable balance within his diplomacy, Obama will not only be the ‘Soft Power President’ but will also leave behind a legacy of a new, smarter era in American diplomacy. 
Soft Power Bad- Iranian Prolif

A. Obama’s soft power leads to concessions to Iran, threatening proliferation

BBC ‘09 [BBC Monitoring Trans Caucasus Unit, April 24, 2009, “Iranian academician urges caution over US participation in nuclear talks”, lexis]
Commenting on America's change of mind on engaging in nuclear talks with Iran, a university lecturer has said that America was trying with the nuclear dossier, Palestine and Afghanistan to first "enter with soft power, and then relying on soft power, use hard power at later stages", ISNA reported. Mehdi Mottaharnia said the Obama administration was a "neo-Democrat" government and said "the neo-Democrats rely on intelligent power, which means a redefinition of the Democrats' approach in the political arena. Basically the Americans have concluded on the basis of intelligent power that while their rivals do not have a corresponding weight in power, they use provocation against their rival and win energy from this, and use the reaction of their rival, which is America. So, the neo-Democrats believe they must not insist on suspension or preconditions in Iran's nuclear issue."He referred to Iran's conduct in new conditions that "in the face of the intelligent power of America, which is a much more serious layer than the layers of power used by America in previous periods of history, one has to act with sense and caution. Thus diplomatic subtleties must be used and a radical discourse and hasty conduct must be avoided. While Obama is an opportunity for the world, he may also become a threat worse than the neo-conservatives in the world."The international affairs analyst said Iran could use [America's] entry into talks to "increase the level of concessions it can obtain, while considering the rival's capability to accept these concessions. The lack of a precise perspective can turn winning concessions into a dangerous game. Iran's nuclear dossier must be looked at from a broad perspective, because the nuclear issue is part of the puzzle of issues between Iran and America.                                                                     
B. Iranian prolif  ushers in a new era of Middle Eastern proliferation and nuclear war
Allison ‘06 [Graham, director of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University's Kennedy School of Government, Boston Globe, March 12, l/n, t.a] 
UN Secretary General Kofi Annan's High Level Panel on Threats, Challenges, and Change warned in December 2004 that current developments in Iran and North Korea threatened to erode the entire nonproliferation regime to a point of "irreversibility" that could trigger a "cascade of proliferation." If Iran crosses its nuclear finish line, a Middle Eastern cascade of new nuclear weapons states could produce the first multiparty nuclear arms race, far more volatile than the Cold War competition between the US and USSR. Given Egypt's historic role as the leader of the Arab Middle East, the prospects of it living unarmed alongside a nuclear Persia are very low. The International Atomic Energy Agency's reports of clandestine nuclear experiments  hint that Cairo may have considered this possibility. Were Saudi Arabia to buy a dozen nuclear warheads that could be mated to the Chinese medium-range ballistic missiles it purchased secretly in the 1980s, few in the American intelligence community would be surprised. Given its role as the major financier of Pakistan's clandestine nuclear program in the 1980s, it is not out of the question that Riyadh and Islamabad have made secret arrangements for this contingency. In 1962, bilateral competition between the US and the Soviet Union led to the Cuban missile crisis, which historians now call "the most dangerous moment in human history." After the crisis, President Kennedy estimated the likelihood of   nuclear war  as "between 1 in 3 and even." A multiparty nuclear arms race in the Middle East would be like playing Russian roulette with five bullets in a six-chamber revolver-dramatically increasing the likelihood of a regional  nuclear war. 

Soft Power Bad- Iranian Prolif Extensions

Obama will use soft power to try and gain concessions from Iran

Parker ’09 [Elizabeth Rindskopf, Dean, University of the Pacific, McGeorge School of Law. University of the Pacific, McGeorge School of Law Journal of National Security Law & Policy, lexis]
Iran aspires to become the third nuclear-armed nation in the region and its first nuclear-armed theocracy. Iran's leadership appears determined to regain regional supremacy with a combination of bluster and threat, both real and postured. Its use of armed co-religionist intermediaries threatens stability and peace efforts. But in other cases, the belligerence and posturing of President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad should be seen as addressed more towards his domestic audience than as something the international community should seriously engage. Understanding how to minimize such posturing and avoid allowing it to dominate the direction of U.S. foreign policy becomes a serious challenge when U.S. domestic interests take advantage of President Ahmadinejad's rantings for their own policy purposes. We must fashion a policy that develops long-term democratic trends in Iran and remains firm in resisting aggressive behavior threatening to regional stability. President Obama's recent conciliatory message to Iran is a start, n6 but the road to improved relationships will require time, patience, and a sophisticated understanding of the Iranian perspective.
Soft Power Bad- AT: Obama Soft Power Good

Obama isn’t special- he’ll probably cause more unjust wars
Linden 2009 [Harry van der, Professor of Philosophy Butler University “Barack Obama, Resort to Force, and U.S. Military Hegemony”, International Journal of Applied Philosophy 23/1 (2009): 95-104. http://digitalcommons.butler.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1069&context=facsch_papers]

Remarkably, Obama recognizes that the American global cop has made serious errors in the past – he mentions the covert action in Iran that brought the Shah into power, the Vietnam War, the funding of El Salvador’s death squads, the invasion of Grenada, among others12 – but he offers no real remedy for why such errors would not happen under his administration. Worse, in the name of counterterrorism the Obama administration might even expand the reach of American military hegemony and so increase the risk of unjust interventions.
Obama is using the same heg which will lead to unjust and disproportionate attacks and wars

Linden 2009 [Harry van der, Professor of Philosophy Butler University “Barack Obama, Resort to Force, and U.S. Military Hegemony”, International Journal of Applied Philosophy 23/1 (2009): 95-104. http://digitalcommons.butler.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1069&context=facsch_papers]

Finally, with regard to the link between just military preparedness and jus in bello, it may be noted that hegemonic weapons are bound to make the execution of war more often disproportionate (power projection works best through massive use of force that is also massive in its impact), while soldiers who are trained in a culture of hegemonic warfare are more likely to fight indiscriminately. Now granted that the Obama administration will fail to meet the standards of just military preparedness, we must conclude that it will presumably continue the American record of unjust military interventions that are also morally tainted in their executions. History is open, at least to our limited minds, and so it is hard to tell when and how resort to force decisions will come into the picture. There are enough candidates for the next American misadventure, ranging from an expanded and continued war in Afghanistan, possibly spilling over into Pakistan, to acts of aggression against Iran and Venezuela. We do know that the American response to (real or perceived) threats or attacks has been traditionally bellicose and clouded in the mythology of the good global cop. Notwithstanding all the lofty language, Obama’s foreign policy proposals are mostly centrist and do not offer a real break with this history. There is in fact not much of a new beginning at all in foreign policy if we look beyond the low point of the second Bush administration. To be sure, the Obama story is inspiring and the wave of hope that carried Obama to the White House signifies in itself domestic progress and will bring more social justice, perhaps even beyond Obama’s own agenda.26 It is less clear, however, that this movement of hope on the whole also seeks to abolish or even significantly curtail U.S. military hegemony. Still, we may derive some hope from the fact that Obama’s election has created a window of opportunity for progressive groups in the United States (and elsewhere) to push his administration toward just military preparedness.27 A similar window of opportunity has been created within the broader global community in that the very election of a black president has generated good will toward the United States, and the Obama administration will add to this good will by withdrawing from Iraq28 and ending such gross human rights abuses of the past seven years as torture, indefinite detention, and extraordinary rendition. It is imperative that these windows of opportunity are used to push back U.S. military hegemony, but this struggle should be undertaken with determination and the grim understanding that historical opportunities are often short-lived and easily shattered by new conflicts.
Soft Power Useless
Obama’s soft power will be useless- it won’t solve any major problems

Astier ’08 [Henri, Nov. 24, staff writer for BBC News, “Obama: 'Soft power' and hard reality,” http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/americas/7743267.stm]

John Mearsheimer of the University of Chicago is even more pessimistic, and doubts that Mr Obama can deal effectively with the main crises currently faced by the US. Keeping troops in Iraq, he argues, will not help in the long run, and withdrawal will lead to more sectarian fighting. "Either way, Obama will have failed," Mr Mearsheimer says. "There is no clever strategy for Iraq, as there is no clever strategy for Afghanistan. If there was a clever strategy the Bush administration would have found it." Mr Mearsheimer - who wrote a controversial book with Mr Walt on what they see as the undue influence of "Israel Lobby" on US policy - also doubts that there will be change on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. "The lobby does not allow American presidents to put any pressure on Israel," he says. "That one won't be solved either." Perhaps the key to avoiding disappointment in the new administration is for foreigners to keep their expectations in check. According to Dana Allin, of the International Institute for Strategic Studies in London, few Europeans expect transatlantic relations will be transformed under Mr Obama. Nevertheless, he says, the change will set a positive mood. "We now have a centre-left (US) government doing left-left things, about which many Europeans will be a lot happier," Mr Allin says. Soft power may be an important asset for Mr Obama, but don't expect wonders from it. 
Soft Power Good- Chinese Soft Power

A. Maintaining US soft power is key to offset the rise of Chinese soft power- they’re directly competing with the US

Brar ’09 [Denesha, writer and analyst at the Henry Jackson Society, “Obama- The Promise and Reality of the 'Soft Power President',” July 6, http://www.henryjacksonsociety.org/stories.asp?id=1212]

The restoration of American soft power could also have a positive impact in protecting US hegemony. The rise of China has long been perceived as a threat to the hegemonic status of America. China has been making some gains in developing its soft power through the creation of Confucius Institutes, which in a similar vein to the British Council; aim to improve relationships and interaction between China and the world.[9] Nevertheless, China has a long way to go before it can achieve significant soft power status as the lack of human rights, freedom of information and speech means it is limited in its ability to spread its culture and ideas. By championing these values and strengthening its own soft power, the US will find itself in a better position to protect the international system and Western values of democracy. 

B. Chinese soft power causes global wars

Alan Hunter 2006, Senior Lecture in Peace Studies Centre for Peace and Reconciliation Studies at Coventry University, CHINA: SOFT POWER AND CULTURAL INFLUENCE, 2006, p. http://ipra2006.com/papers/CRPBC/ChinaSoftPowerAndCulturalInfluence.doc
There is consensus among economists that China will become the second largest economy in the world within the next five years or so. It has become a serious competitor with the US and other advanced economies in the acquisition of oil, minerals, and infrastructure contracts in Iran, Saudi, Brazil and elsewhere. Its political influence has increased dramatically in the past five years, in Asia and in Africa especially. There are more differentiated analyses of its military strength, but as far as I have seen no serious commentator believes China is vulnerable to conventional military attack, except from the USA.  A global shift of power of this magnitude signals potential danger of international armed conflict; and China’s dramatic domestic economic growth, although on the whole very positive for the majority of the population, has inevitably given rise to tensions that could also soon occasion mass protests.  Whether the latter could achieve positive outcomes, or lead to violence and greater poverty, depends on many factors.  The Chinese government thus faces serious international and domestic pressures of various kinds. In conventional IR or security studies, China would be seen as having two over-riding concerns.  The first is how to handle the relationship with the US: the reason for maximum attention is that the US is the only power in the world that by itself is overwhelmingly superior to China in military terms; China perceives it as an aggressive and unpredictable super-power; and China is probably the main threat to the US economy.  The second possible enemy is Japan, a nation which rivals it in industrial and military power, with which is has an exceptionally bad history, which is closely allied to the US and Taiwan; and which is a rival for massive undersea oil reserves. A simple analysis of military spending and a review of high-technology military goods reveals at once that China is at a massive disadvantage compared to the US and Japan.  The US military budget is probably more than ten times that of the PRC; and the US and its closest allies (the UK and Japan) account for at least two-thirds of global military expenditure.  Incidentally, excellent reports on China’s military capabilities are publicly available from the US Department of Defense website.
 Moreover, the US is far ahead of any conceivable competition in military technology.  Chomsky (2003:  226-237) summarizes many fields in which the US can deploy offensive armaments against which other nations have no defensive or counter-attack options:  weaponry includes ballistic missiles, space-based weapons systems, hypersonic missiles, IT surveillance systems, and bio-weapons.  Thus on the one hand, there is a very simple equation which Chinese leaders have assuredly learned, namely that a major military confrontation that pulled in the US and/or Japan would be an unmitigated disaster for China.  On the other hand, many other countries either feel threatened by the US, or would at least like a good relationship with the world’s number two or number three power, i.e. China.  Therefore quite apart from any ideological or humanitarian considerations, it makes perfect sense for China to devise its strategy along two main lines: to avoid military conflicts, but most especially with the US and its closest allies; and to push hard at bi-lateral and multi-lateral alliances with as wide a range of political and trade partners as possible.  In other words a policy of ‘peaceful rising’. International competition for resources One issue that all major powers now face, however, is competition to secure resources. As the largest in population among all developing countries, indeed in the world, China’s need for natural resources is enormous. An analyst recently showed that among ten countries with populations over 100 million, in terms of natural resources China was second from the bottom: only Japan is worse off.  Population growth would put even further pressure on resources.  Without effective political handling of resource issues, shortages could become a great risk to the future of the country.  So protecting the stability of resource supplies is a crucial issues as to whether or not China can continue its development trajectory through the 21 century (Zhang 2002: 26-30).
Soft Power Good- Chinese Soft Power Extensions

China is aggressively pursuing soft power strategies now- they’re competing with the US

Hindustan Times 6-1-10 [“Hardsell soft power,” http://www.hindustantimes.com/Hardsell-soft-power/Article1-566134.aspx]
The Chinese Communist Party (CCP) is obsessed with building ‘soft power’ — the attractiveness of a country’s civilisation, culture, values and political system — as well as ensuring that China is respected and admired for its achievements since reforms began in 1978. In contrast, India puts little emphasis on promoting the country’s historical, economic, political and cultural credentials to the world. Its appreciation for the value of ‘cultural diplomacy’ is poor. One result is that the mere mention of India as a Great Power usually evokes only chuckles from an Asian audience. Although loathe to admit it, New Delhi would do well to learn lessons from Beijing about the importance of selling its strengths and achievements to the world. One lesson is the sheer amount of economic and manpower resources Beijing devotes to shaping its messages and selling its story. For example, China has funded more than 270 Confucius Institutes in 75 countries teaching Mandarin and the CCP’s version of history to more than 100 million foreigners. Beijing aims to have 1,000 institutes up and running by 2020. In contrast, India has only 24 cultural centres in 21 countries functioning under its missions abroad. Another example is Beijing’s active and effective diplomatic charm offensive, which has been in place since the mid-1990s. Currently, China has more diplomats than any other country in the world, including America. In China’s State-dominated society, diplomats are chosen from the cream of the crop and are given extensive language and cultural training. Moreover, according to some estimates, Beijing dispatches more diplomatic, business and cultural delegations to all corners of the region each year than all other Asian countries combined. In contrast, foreigners complain about the aloofness, ineffectiveness and bureaucratic stubbornness of many of India’s current diplomatic staff. For a country with a GDP of around $1.3 trillion and a population of 1.2 billion, official Indian delegations are small, infrequent and poorly utilised. 
Soft Power Good- Democracy

A. Soft power is key to democracy
Nye ‘08 [Joseph S, Harvard IR prof., p. 7, http://ann.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/616/1/94]

In addition, there are times when cooperation, including enhancement of the public image of multilateral institutions like NATO or the UN, can make it easier for governments to use such instruments to handle difficult tasks like peacekeeping, promoting democracy, or countering terrorism. For example, during the cold war, American public diplomacy in Czechoslovakia was reinforced by the association of the United States with international conventions that fostered human rights. In 1975, the multilateral Helsinki Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE) legitimized discussion of human rights behind the Iron Curtain and had consequences that were unforeseen by those who signed its Final Act. As former CIA director Robert Gates concluded, despite initial American resistance, “the Soviets desperately wanted the CSCE, they got it, and it laid the foundations for the end of their empire” (as quoted in Thomas 2003, 257).
B. Democracy is key to solve extinction

Diamond ’95 ]Larry, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, “Promoting Democracy in the 1990s”, December, http://www.carnegie.org//sub/pubs/deadly/dia95_01.html]
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.

Soft Power Good- Terrorism

A. Obama soft power helps ease terrorist motivations
Ayhan ’09 [Kadir, master's student at the Graduate School of International Studies at Seoul National University, “Obama uses Islamic soft power against terrorism,” August 13, http://www.todayszaman.com/tz-web/news-183809-109-centerobama-uses-islamic-soft-power-against-terrorism-bribyibr-kadir-ayhancenter.html]

Two months ago, US President Barack Obama addressed the Muslim world from Cairo. There he repeated what he said in Ankara, that the US was not at war with Islam. Many may not remember, but this was exactly what Bush said when he was in office. Firstly, let's ask why two US presidents had to stress that the US was not at war with a religion that is followed by more than 1 billion people. Could it be because the US has been fighting “the war on terrorism” and that the terrorism in question is what has often been referred to as “Islamic” terrorism? If the terrorism is Islamic, then does not it imply one way or another that the US is at war with Islam in its war against terrorism? That is why Muslims and some columnists in the West have strongly opposed the phrase “Islamic terrorism” and suggested alternative names for the kind of terrorism that manipulates the resources of Islam in order to attract Muslims to their cause. Something being Islamic attracts Muslims, and terrorism should not attract them; therefore the use of Islam and terrorism together in a phrase should be avoided. However, the mainstream Western media, politicians and professors used this term without realizing that by doing so they helped the terrorist ideology appeal more to Muslims in the marketplace of ideas. The perception (or misperception) in the Muslim world that the US has been at war with Islam contributed to increasing anti-American sentiment in predominantly Muslim societies and may have made terrorist groups more attractive to Muslims, who would have been less likely to “buy” the terrorist groups' ideology under fair conditions in the marketplace of ideas. The terrorist groups' apparent stand against US “aggressors” made them more attractive than their ideology alone. Secondly, we must ask why Obama's speech has been more welcomed by the Muslim audience, whereas Bush's quotes about Islam have totally been forgotten. Could it be because Obama drew Muslims' attention by using appealing language, quoting from the Quran and asking Muslims to be against terrorists based on what Islam's holy book says whereas Bush was infamous with his reference to the Iraq War as a “crusade” (a term that reminds Muslims of not very good memories from history)? Obama seems to have learned from the mistakes of his predecessor, George W. Bush. In an attempt to reach out to Muslims all around the world from Cairo on June 4, Obama tried to benefit from Islam's soft power with the Muslim audience rather than relying on the world-famous American soft power alone. That is because he realized that Islam's soft power is more appealing, more attractive to his audience compared to American soft power, which could be more appealing in other cases. Obama began and end his speech with an Islamic greeting, assalamu alaikum (peace be upon you) and drew the attention of the audience from the very first minute. During the speech, he cited the Quran three times and referred to Prophet Muhammed's sayings twice, both being the most significant and most credible soft power resources of Islam that all Muslims are attracted to. During Obama's speech, he used Allah's words from the Quran as a source of credibility to make his speech “stick” more in Muslims' minds and to attract Muslims against the terrorist organizations as he said: “The Holy [emphasis added] Quran teaches that whoever kills an innocent, it is as if he has killed all mankind; and whoever saves a person, it is as if he has saved all mankind." Reciting this verse from the Quran is the most effective way to ask a Muslim to be against extremist terrorism. Compare this with Obama saying that “you should not kill innocent people” with no reference to credible Islamic sources. It would be a good message, but less resounding and less attractive for Muslim recipients. 
B. That causes extinction

Sid Ahmed 2004. (Mohammed. Extinction! http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm 

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

Soft Power Good- Terrorism Extensions
Soft power checks terrorism

Cristo ‘05 [Danna A, Pace U, Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics, http://www.questiaschool.com/read/5012336040?title=Soft%20Power%3A%20The%20Means%20to%20Success%20in%20World%20Politics, 2005,AD: 7/10/09]
Although worthwhile, the strategy assessment of the US's use of soft power is not a new or novel idea. The management and psychology literature has long touted the benefits of using referent power (soft power) over coercive power (hard power). In their classic article, "The Bases of Social Power," Raven and French (1959), describe the five bases of power: reward, coercive, legitimate, referent, and expert. Referent power is based on identification and attraction, and yields the greatest influence in relation to the other bases along as this strong attraction exists. The authors point out that referent power has the broadest range of power. The most negative power is coercion, which decreases attraction, and thus referent power. In relation to the rest of the world, there are some and individuals that are attracted to the US and its culture and others that are not. This is especially true of Islamic fundamentalists who believe that the US's secular culture is evil and corrupt. Moreover, many European countries have long shared feelings that their cultures are far superior to that of the US. The major failure of the Bush administration in gaining broad support for the war against Iraq may in fact be a failure in assessing the strength of the referent power of the US, which had been eroding for many years prior to the administration. Although it would have been best to move ahead with broad support using soft power, the US could not use what they did not have. The fault of the Bush administration could lie in their immediate use of coercive power without the exploration of the other bases of power before declaring war. But it is important to note that France, Germany, and Russia had their own self-interest in mind when they opposed the war against Iraq. These countries had a long history of trying to weaken the containment of Iraq to ensure that they could have good trading relations with it.
Soft power is key to solve terrorism- hard power is insufficient
Nye ‘04 [Joseph S, “Soft Power and American Foreign Policy”, Harvard IR prof., vol. 119, no. 2, p. 257]

Look again at Afghanistan. Precision bombing and Special Forces defeated the Taliban government, but U.S. forces in Afghanistan wrapped up less than a quarter of al Qaeda, a transnational network with cells in sixty countries. The United States cannot bomb al Qaeda cells in Hamburg, Kuala Lumpur, or De- troit. Success against them depends on close civilian cooperation, whether shar- ing intelligence, coordinating police work across borders, or tracing global fi- nancial flows. America's partners cooperate partly out of self-interest, but the inherent attractiveness of U.S. pohcies can and does influence the degree of co- operation. Equally important, the current struggle against Islamist terrorism is not a clash of civilizations but a contest whose outcome is closely tied to a civil war between moderates and extremists within Islamic civilization. The United States and other advanced democracies will win only if moderate Muslims win, and the ability to attract the moderates is critical to victory. We need to adopt policies that appeal to moderates and to use public diplomacy more effectively to explain our common interests. We need a better strategy for wielding our soft power. We will have to learn better how to combine hard and soft power if we wish to meet the new challenges. 
***Hard Power***

Hard Power Low

Lack of military modernization hurts U.S. hard power now

Guardiano ‘09 [John, Marine and member of Army's Future Combat Systems (FCS) modernization program, Modernize the Military Now, http://spectator.org/archives/2009/06/24/modernize-the-military-now/1, 6/24/09, AD: 7/8/09]
Advocates of military modernization have been largely silent even as the Obama administration pushes through the most significant weapon systems cuts since the Carter administration. This is in part because Defense Secretary Robert Gates has done a masterful job of public relations. He has wisely depicted himself as a "reformer" who is squaring off against allegedly greedy, Cold War-era defense contractors.  The media, moreover, have accepted this narrative hook, line and sinker and made it the analytical framework through which virtually all defense budget stories have been written.  In reality, the so-called military-industrial complex is timid, inarticulate, and politically and culturally clueless. The media-academic complex, by contrast, is bold, highly articulate, and politically and culturally savvy. Thus in possession of superior firepower, the media-academic complex has won this engagement without firing a shot.  That's a shame because advocates of military modernization have the better argument if only they were able to make it. That would require, however, that they do their homework, jettison old ways of thinking, and embrace new military and strategic realities.  Doing their homework means listening to U.S. military leaders and understanding U.S. military requirements in the 21st century. Jettisoning old ways of thinking means acknowledging that the Cold War is over, and that a full-scale conventional conflict involving set-piece battles is extremely unlikely. And embracing new military and strategic realities means recognizing that we are in an era of persistent military engagement which will span the full spectrum of conflict -- from counterinsurgency missions and nation building to traditional warfare and stability operations.  Yet too many advocates of military modernization have allowed themselves to be depicted as narrow-minded defenders of parochial interests. They have defended particular military systems that give jobs to their constituents; but they have failed to develop a coherent and persuasive narrative that links these systems into a more comprehensive and overarching 21st Century defense strategy.  Secretary Gates is absolutely right when he says that the military must reorient itself to fight and win 21st century conflicts. He also is absolutely right when he says that military engagements of the future will be defined by hybrid threats (which involve the full spectrum of conflict) and irregular tactics.  "The threat of the early 21st Century will not be the son of Desert Storm; it will be the stepchild of Chechnya," predicted then Marine Corps Commandant Gen. Charles C. Krulak in 1998 Congressional testimony.  "Our opponents," he presciently observed, "will not be doctrinaire or predictable. They will not try to match us tank for tank and plane for plane in an attempt to fight the kind of Industrial Age war to which we are accustomed.  "Instead, they will seek to fight us where we are least able to bring our strength to bear." And, Krulak added, "one thing is certain: this 21st Century threat will be far more difficult to manage."  The U.S. military absolutely requires new capabilities and new weapon systems to address new 21st century threats At the same time, however, the U.S. military must retain its ability to fight and win conventional wars precisely so that it can prevent such wars from ever happening. Military weakness, after all, is itself a provocation and an invitation to war.  This means that the U.S. military requires more money to modernize and more modern defense systems. Yet, for the most part, the Obama administration is subtracting, not adding, to America's military arsenal. And the Army, which is bearing the brunt of the burden in this long war, is being especially hard hit.  Indeed, the Army's Fiscal Year 2010 budget request is two percent less than what the service had requested in 2009. Army procurement accounts (which include modernization) are being cut even more dramatically, by some 14 percent or $3.5 billion.  

Hard Power High

Obama is projecting hard power now

Spiegel Online ’09 [8-17, “'It Is Pointless to Talk to Al-Qaida',” http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,643189,00.html]

SPIEGEL: What are the sources of soft power? Nye: It comes from three main sources: One is the culture of a country -- in the case of America, that ranges from Harvard to Hollywood. Second, political values can be very attractive for other countries, from democracy to freedom of speech to opportunity. And the third one is the legitimacy of a country's foreign policy -- meaning that if your foreign policy is considered to be legitimate by other nations, you are more persuasive. Conversely, a foreign policy that is seen as illegitimate, as was the case under George W. Bush, destroys the power of values and culture. SPIEGEL: Former Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld reacted with annoyance when asked about your concept. He once said that he did not understand the meaning of soft power. Nye: That was the mindset of the Bush administration, at least during its first term. They did not understand the potential of soft power and could not use it. They had to learn the hard way that hard power alone was not sufficient to achieve their foreign policy objectives. SPIEGEL: Obama uses hard power in Afghanistan and Pakistan, in a way that is not very different from his predecessor. The Pentagon is sending an additional 21,000 troops to Afghanistan in a bid to defeat the Taliban. 

Hard Power Good- Essential to Soft Power
Obama must also maintain hard power to solve any of the worlds ills- otherwise all his talk is for nothing

Financial Times ’09 [June 2, “Obama and the limits of soft power,” http://blogs.ft.com/rachmanblog/2009/06/obama-and-the-limits-of-soft-power/]

Barack Obama is a soft power president. But the world keeps asking him hard power questions. From North Korea to Guantánamo Bay, from Iran to Afghanistan, Mr Obama is confronting a range of vexing issues that cannot be charmed out of existence. The problem is epitomised by the US president’s trip to the Middle East this week. Its focal point will be a much-trailed speech in Cairo on Thursday June 4, in which he will directly address the Muslim world. The Cairo speech is central to Mr Obama’s efforts to rebuild America’s global popularity and its ability to persuade – otherwise known as soft power. The president has been trying out potential themes for the speech on aides and advisers for months. He is likely to emphasise his respect for Islamic culture and history, and his personal links to the Muslim world. He will suggest to his audience that both the US and the Islamic world have, at times, misjudged and mistreated each other – and he will appeal for a new beginning. 
Hard Power Good- Middle Eastern Stability

US leadership is key to Middle Eastern stability and prevent escalation
Frontiers of Freedom ‘07 [“Democrats and Some Republicans Ignore Reality in Iraq”, http://www.opinioneditorials.com/guestcontributors/jbell_20070709.html, 7/9/07]
It not only seems contradictory, it is contradictory - indeed, it is delusional - to believe that a reliance on international cooperation and foreign aid will soothe the ire of Iran, al Qaeda in Iraq and their ideological supporters and pave the way for political and social progress. Absent active and engaged U.S. leadership Iraq will become a long-term failed state and a terrorist sanctuary. With respect to Iraq, the Democrats have always preferred to plow the easy field of political expediency instead of laboring in the difficult field of policy. Now the party of the donkey is being joined by some Republicans who are prepared to ignore reality in favor of mythical rhetoric. On July 5, Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid wrote, “As evidence mounts that the ‘surge’ is failing to make Iraq more secure, we cannot wait until the Administration’s September report before we change course. President Bush and the Iraqis must move now to finally accept a measure of accountability for this war … transition the mission for our combat troops and start bringing them home from an intractable civil war.”  First, Reid and his political brethren have spent far too much time trying to make the case that what is transpiring in Iraq is a civil war. However one defines the conflict it is a key battleground and the aftermath of the fighting will dictate what forces sink their roots deep into the Middle East’s future. Second, despite Reid’s hyperventilating, there is no “evidence” that the surge is failing. In fact, U.S. commanders on the ground report the opposite. On July 6, the day after Reid’s misguided missive, Army Major General Rick Lynch, commander of Multinational Division Center and the 3rd Army Division said U.S. and Iraqi forces are making “significant progress” in destroying insurgent sanctuaries. General Lynch said the “surge forces are giving us the capability we have now to take the fight to the enemy. The enemy only responds to force and we now have that force.” Lynch explained, “We can conduct detailed kinetic strikes, we can do cordon and searches, and we can deny the enemy sanctuaries. If those surge forces go away that capability goes away and the Iraqi security forces aren’t ready yet to do that (mission).” The general said if U.S. forces begin an untimely departure, “You’d find the enemy regaining ground, reestablishing sanctuaries, building more IEDs (and) carrying those IEDs to Baghdad, and the violence would escalate.” 
Middle East conflict will escalate – causes worldwide nuclear war

Steinbach ’02 [“Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: A threat to peace,” March 2002

www.wagingpeace.org/articles/02.03/0331steinbachisraeli.htm]

Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon - for whatever reason - the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration." (44)

***Unilateralism***

Unilateralism Good- General
Unilateralism is key to addressing all international threats – multilateralism alone is to inefficient to succeed

Kagan – Alexander Hamilton Fellow at American University – 1998

[Robert, “The benevolent empire,” Foreign Policy, Iss. 111, pg. 24-35, Summer, Proquest]
This insufficiency is the fatal flaw of multilateralism, as the Clinton administration learned in the case of Bosnia. In a world that is not genuinely multipolar-where there is instead a widely recognized hierarchy of power-multilateralism, if rigorously pursued, guarantees failure in meeting international crises. Those nations that lack the power to solve an international problem cannot be expected to take the lead in demanding the problem be solved. They may even eschew the exercise of power altogether, both because they do not have it and because the effective exercise of it by someone else, such as the United States, only serves to widen the gap between the hegemon and the rest. The lesson President Bill Clinton was supposed to have learned in the case of Bosnia is that to be effective, multilateralism must be preceded by unilateralism. In the toughest situations, the most effective multilateral response comes when the strongest power decides to act, with or without the others, and then asks its partners whether they will join. Giving equal say over international decisions to nations with vastly unequal power often means that the full measure of power that can be deployed in defense of the international community's interests will, in fact, not be deployed.

Obama Uses Unilateralism

Obama may appear multilateral, but he really isn’t- his actions are similar to those that caused terrorism in the past
Linden 2009 [Harry van der, Professor of Philosophy Butler University “Barack Obama, Resort to Force, and U.S. Military Hegemony”, International Journal of Applied Philosophy 23/1 (2009): 95-104. http://digitalcommons.butler.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1069&context=facsch_papers]

Obama’s “reluctant sheriff” may appear to be a multilateralist. Obama writes: “Once we get

beyond matters of self-defense…, I am convinced that it will almost always be in our

strategic interest to act multilaterally rather than unilaterally when we use force around

the world.”8 Obama clarifies that what he means by multilateralism is not U.N. authorized

action or token allied support, but rather “doing what George H. W. Bush and his team did

in the first Gulf War.” The example is telling and can be used to illustrate some of the global

security costs of U.S. military hegemony. The United States was by far the largest military

 force in the multilateral Gulf War; executed the war on its own terms; kept permanent

forces in the region and so contributed to the emergence of al-Qaeda; and made clear to the

world that only nuclear weapons can deter its superior forces, thus contributing to nuclear

proliferation. 
Obama uses any reason to use unilateral hard power

Linden 2009 [Harry van der, Professor of Philosophy Butler University “Barack Obama, Resort to Force, and U.S. Military Hegemony”, International Journal of Applied Philosophy 23/1 (2009): 95-104. http://digitalcommons.butler.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1069&context=facsch_papers]

It should be noted, moreover, that even though Obama may seem to follow JWT and international law in maintaining the right of unilateral action in self-defense, his notion of self-defense goes beyond the morally and legally permissible notion of reactive self-defense (as stated in article 51 of the U.N. Charter). In fact, Obama follows in the footsteps of prior administrations in defining self-defense so broadly that the door is left open toward unilateral wars in pretty much any corner of the globe. In The Audacity of Hope, Obama asserts: I would … argue that we have the right to take unilateral military action to eliminate an imminent threat to our security – so long as an imminent threat is to be understood to be a nation, group, or individual that is actively preparing to strike U.S. targets (or allies with which the United states has mutual defense agreements), and has or will have the means to do so in the immediate future.9 This understanding of preemption as included in legitimate self-defense appears quite broad –active preparation to strike is not the same as being ready to strike and displaying the intent to do so, as a narrow conception of justified preemption would require – and hardly constitutes a definite and clear break with the much criticized preventive war doctrine of the George W. Bush administration. The scope of legitimate resort to force is also viewed as very wide, including “U.S. targets” and allied countries. Here it should be observed that the further the global reach is of U.S. military hegemony the wider the scope is of what counts as “U.S. targets.” In a 2007 speech entitled “The American Moment,”
Obama seems to broaden the scope of justified unilateralism even more by including the

threats or attacks against U.S. “vital interests.” Obama said: “No President should ever

hesitate to use force – unilaterally if necessary – to protect ourselves and our vital interests

when we are attacked or imminently threatened.”10
***Multilateralism***

Troop Withdrawals Key to Multilateralism

US needs to lower troop levels and go to multilateralism to protect the planet

Linden 2009 [Harry van der, Professor of Philosophy Butler University “Barack Obama, Resort to Force, and U.S. Military Hegemony”, International Journal of Applied Philosophy 23/1 (2009): 95-104. http://digitalcommons.butler.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1069&context=facsch_papers]

This purpose allows a nation to use its military force to protect its own people (self-defense), to

assist other nations in protecting their own people (international law enforcement), and toprotect other people when their own government fails to do so (humanitarian intervention). The purpose requires only a fairly limited American military force, mostly located within its own borders, because there is no credible threat against the United States itself that requires much more than border protection and police work, while international law enforcement and humanitarian intervention are best pursued as collective tasks with multinational forces. Accordingly, just military preparedness requires a huge reduction in the size of the U.S. military (even if we assume that the United States will significantly contribute to collective military actions) as well as an elimination of its weaponry aimed at “global power projection.”
Obama Uses Multilateralism

Obama will use hege in the form of multilateralism

Howard ‘08 [Peter Howard, PhD SIS ‘02, was recently appointed to the faculty of the School of International Service as an Assistant Professor. His research examines issues of international security, with a focus on US Foreign Policy. Most recently, Dr. Howard was awarded an IREX grant for research in Estonia, where he studied the implementation and effects of US military engagement programs. While a doctoral candidate at SIS, Professor Howard received the School's award for outstanding teaching by a doctoral candidate. He has also been an adjunct instructor in Georgetown University's Communications, Culture and Technology program teaching qualitative research methods. This fall, Professor Howard will teach World Politics and Introduction to International Relations Research. http://duckofminerva.blogspot.com/2008/07/obama-and-end-of-hegemonic-declinism.html]

Obama, however, seems uniquely poised to both capitalize on this moment politically, as well as renew American hegemony. His message of Hope and Change has stirred a deep sense of political awakening, especially among younger voters who were previously alienated from politics over the past 8 years. His world tour, culminating in a speech with a crowd exceeding 200,000 in Berlin, revealed the potential to reassert America’s social purpose as leader of the international order. Indeed, as a number of commentators pointed out, as President, the things that Obama will have to say to the Germans won’t differ all that much from what the Bush Administration is saying. But how he says it, how he presents it, will change. Rather than present an American mission, Obama looks to present a global mission of multilateralism in service of shared values. While the resulting actions may look similar (ie, more troops in Afghanistan), the social purpose those actions serve will be significantly different. The significant difference will be the upholding of the international order instead of the decaying of that order creating the political space for resistance and challenge.

Multilateralism Key to Hege

US use of multinational institutions increases hegemony

Nye ‘90 [Joseph, former assistant secretary of defense and president of Harvard's Kennedy school of government Bound To Lead: The Changing Nature Of American Power 1990, p. 254-255]

The grudging acceptance of international institutions illustrates the impossibility of following a strategy of global unilateralism to guide U.S. foreign policy in an era of interdependence. Even officials who expect little from international institutions have discovered their value in achieving American purposes. Self-interest in an interdependent world, rather than a desire to improve the world or an ideology of collectivism, accounts for this discovery. Global unilateralism may lead to occasional foreign-policy triumphs, but it is an inadequate answer to the host of problems that can be addressed only through international cooperation. As a great power with a stake in world order, the United States has a strong interest in developing and supporting international regimes; that is, the sets of rules and institutions that govern areas of interdependence. Such regimes vary greatly in their scope and membership, dealing with issues ranging from monetary issues, international trade, and management of natural resources to cooperation against terrorism, control of armaments, environmental pollution, and the management of particular geographic areas.40 In recent decades, for example, a number of these regimes have served U.S. interests by helping to inhibit the spread of nuclear weapons, limiting trade protectionism, and organizing the rescheduling of loans to less-developed countries. The existence of an international regime that discourages proliferation of nuclear weapons has greatly aided American policy in this area and has made the world a safer place. The Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), opened for signature in 1968, and the UN International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), created in 1957, are part of the reason that nuclear weapons have spread so slowly, to less than one-third the number of countries predicted by President John Kennedy in 1963. During the last decade, The General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) has not kept liberalism in trade from weakening under the pressures of economic distress and rapid changes in comparative advantage. But reflections on what happened in the 1920s and 1930s suggest that with-out this essentially liberal regime, trade protectionism ght well be spiraling out of control.
Multilateralism is key to hege

Christopher in ’95 [Warren, Former Secretary of State, Foreign Policy, “America's leadership, America's opportunity”, Issue 98, Spring, p. 10]
The debate between proponents of unilateral and multilateral action assumes a false choice. By leading-whether through an alliance like NATO, a coalition of nations, or the United Nations-we can augment our power and leverage our resources. We can solve problems that affect us all-such as the spread of weapons of mass destruction, humanitarian crises, and environmental catastrophes. And we can take actions, such as economic sanctions against Iraq, that would be ineffective if we acted alone. Working with others gives us an option in humanitarian and political crises when the only other alternatives-acting alone or doing nothing-are often unacceptable. It permits us to influence events without assuming all the risks and costs and without compromising our ultimate freedom of action. That is a sensible bargain that I know the American people support. At the same time, we must remember that our willingness to act alone and to lead are often what makes joint action possible.

Multilateralism Key to Soft Power

Multilateralism is key to soft power

Persaud – Associate Professor of International Relations at American University – ’04 [Randolph B., “Shades of American Hegemony: The Primitive, the Enlightened, and the Benevolent,” 19 Conn. J. Int'l L. 263, Spring, Lexis]
The second element of enlightened hegemony is cooperation. Cooperation should be understood not as a goal in and of itself, but as a specific framework through which interests might be defined, secured, and maintained. The task of cooperation is to mobilize support, and thus garner legitimacy for action undertaken by the United States. The advocates of enlightened hegemony are usually upset at crass, Jacksonian-type, foreign policy plays. n15 Multilateralism is particularly valued in this form of hegemony. Withdrawal from international institutions is seen as abandoning the very site through which American power might be legitimated.
Multilateralism Good- Terrorism/Prolif
Multilateral work needed with Europe to solve for solving terrorism and nuclear proliferation

Philip H. Gordon Assistant Secretary, Bureau of European and Eurasian Affairs Statement before the Subcommittee on Europe of the House Foreign Affairs Committee Washington, DC June 16, 2009 http://www.state.gov/p/eur/rls/rm/2009/124870.htm]

Many of our European partners are among the most prosperous, democratic, and militarily capable countries in the world. Working with our European allies both bilaterally and multilaterally will remain critical to success in tackling the many global challenges we face together. The United States cooperates with Europe on all of the most important global challenges, including restoring growth and confidence in the world financial system; fighting poverty and pandemic disease; countering terrorism and nuclear proliferation; advancing peace in the Middle East; promoting human rights; and combating trafficking in persons. Still, there are other areas where our cooperation with Europe needs to increase. We can and must do more to address challenges like ongoing operations in Afghanistan and Iraq; instability in Pakistan; Iranian and North Korean nuclear weapons programs; energy security and climate change. As President Obama has said, “The United States is ready to lead, and we call upon our partners to join us with a sense of urgency and common purpose.”
That causes extinction

Sid Ahmed 2004. (Mohammed. Extinction! http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm 

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.
Impact of proliferation is extinction

Taylor ’02 [Stuart Taylor, Senior Writer with the National Journal and editor at Newsweek, Legal Times, 9-16-2002]
Unless we get serious about stopping proliferation, we are headed for "a world filled with nuclear-weapons states, where every crisis threatens to go nuclear," where "the survival of civilization truly is in question from day to day," and where "it would be impossible to keep these weapons out of the hands of terrorists, religious cults, and criminal organizations." So writes Ambassador Thomas Graham Jr., a moderate Republican who served as a career arms-controller under six presidents and led the successful Clinton administration effort to extend the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. The only way to avoid such a grim future, he suggests in his memoir, Disarmament Sketches, is for the United States to lead an international coalition against proliferation by showing an unprecedented willingness to give up the vast majority of our own nuclear weapons, excepting only those necessary to deter nuclear attack by others
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