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America is overstretched – We need to reduce our troop deployments

Guardian January 19, 2009, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2009/jan/19/barack-obama-rome-empire
By virtue of its economic and military power, as well as a political system extolled for its superiority to all other systems, America has been the leader of the free world for the last 60 years. But from China's rapidly rising status as a global player, to Russia's show of force in Georgia, to rising tensions in South Asia and the Middle East, America is facing a wide array of increasingly troubling threats, while struggling internally to recover from an economic collapse not seen since the Great Depression. American supremacy in a post-cold war environment seems outmatched by a progressively more unstable world. Like Rome, America has spread itself too thin and is unable to respond to new threats as they emerge with either a convincing show of military force or a skilled use of soft power to leverage its credibility in the world. While the dangers we face were once diverse and scattered, the Iraq war pushed many of our enemies to see us as a common threat where religious differences would have otherwise made cooperation impossible. Moreover, in collapsing the Ba'athist regime of Saddam Hussein, America has paved the way for an even less palatable Iranian dominance in the region. While the comparison to ancient Rome is imperfect, there are nonetheless parallels worth considering. America today faces the same dilemma of the eastern Roman empire: should it attempt to regain its lost global supremacy or fortify and adapt to the new world? Will we follow Virgil's famous line from the Aeneid, "Rome, 't is thine alone, with awful sway, To rule mankind, and make the world obey," or preserve our strength and create a framework for global cooperation in which America acts as a mediator and responsible actor rather than instigator.

The troops in South Korea are being wasted – South Korea is strong enough to protect enough

Friedman and Preble 2010 (Benjamin H., Christopher, June 14, Benjamin Friedman is a research fellow in defense and homeland security studies at the Cato Institute, where Christopher Preble is director of foreign policy studies. They are members of the Sustainable Defense Task Force, an ad hoc advisory panel created by Rep. Barney Frank. “Defense Cuts: Start Overseas”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11896, Date Accessed: June 22, 2010, JH)


The Cold War is over. While we were defending our allies in Europe and Asia, they got wealthy. The new status quo is that we offer them perpetual security subsidies — and risk being drawn into wars that do not serve our security interests. The recent trouble regarding the sinking of a South Korean naval ship by Pyongyang is illustrative. Odious as North Korea is, we have no obvious interest in fighting for South Korea, which has grown far richer and militarily capable than its northern rival. South Korea can defend itself. So can our European and Japanese friends. Nor can terrorism justify a huge military. Most of our military spending goes to conventional forces adept at destroying well-armed enemies. Terrorists are lightly armed and mostly hidden. The trick is finding them, not killing or capturing them once they are found. Counterinsurgency enthusiasts claim that we can only be safe from terrorists by using ground forces to rebuild the states where they operate. But we have learned the hard way that theory badly overestimates our ability to organize other nations' politics. Even if we could master that imperial art, it would not be worth the cost.
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Shift in deployment strategy key to readiness and troop flexibility – This is vital to contain the threat of China as it becomes a growing power.

KCPT No Date (Pan-S.Korea solution committee against US base expansion in Pyeongtaek, “Strategic change on the Korean Peninsula and North East Asia: Transformation of U.S. military strategy after 9/11”, http://antigizi.or.kr/english/nobasept.htm, Date accessed: 6/26, JH)
 In response to global security changes the U.S. adopted the "1-4-2-1" plan as a new strategy for the 21st century. Previously, the U.S. applied the "win-hold-win" concept - a strategy to fight and win one major regional contingency, with enough force to hold another foe at a stalemate until the first battle is won, and then to move the forces to the second theater. The "1-4-2-1" strategy, in comparison, is as strategy of greater aggression. The new military strategy "1-4-2-1" means: "1" Defend the United States; "4" Deter aggression in four critical regions: Europe, Northeast Asia, Southwest Asia, the Middle East; "2" Maintain the capability to combat aggression in two of these regions simultaneously; and "1" Maintain a capability to "win decisively" up to and including forcing regime change and occupation in one of those two conflicts "at a time and place of our choosing." Northeast Asia, which includes the ROK, is one of four critical regions in which the United States plans to maintain strong forward deployment forces to protect its national interest.     The '1-4-2-1" strategy was first suggested in 2001, and formulated in 2002. Now that the strategy has been adopted, the US military must realign its troops to maximize the effectiveness of its global military transformation.    On November 11, 2003 U.S. President George W. Bush announced the 'Global Posture Review (GPR) which called for repositioning of U.S. forces in Europe, Asia and other regions around the world. On August 16, 2004 Bush announced a major reduction: up to 60,000~70,000 U.S. military personnel in Germany and ROK over a ten year period.     The current global deployment pattern of U.S. troops, including those in Europe and Asia, were established during the Cold War. However, the current deployment pattern makes little sense today. Therefore, the Global Posture Review and military transformation is a shift from static defense to a more easily deployable and usable set of capabilities.     This shift is a fundamental change from a Europe centered military strategy to an Asia centered strategy, one which considers China as the potential enemy.   ▶ Realignment of USFK Under Military Transformation  According to America's military strategy, the role of USFK is changing from a defensive posture against North Korea (for the last 50 years) towards a more flexible, rapidly deployable force for the wider Asia-Pacific region. Specifically, USFK will become more mobile and readily available throughout the Asia-Pacific. South Korea and the U.S. refer to this as "strategic flexibility" for the USFK. One goal of USFK transformation, and its broader focus as a rapid deployment force in the Asia-Pacific theater, is to constrain China. The United States has tightened its control over the Middle East, Central Asia, Southeast Asia and Northeast Asia; it has strengthened its ability to respond to this outstretched "arc of instability". By enveloping China, the U.S. attempts to deter the challenge and potential threat posed by a rising power. Moreover, the United States is prepared to intervene militarily if a conflict between China and Taiwan arises.   
We have two internal links to war – 

First, Unrestrained China will attack India and create a Sino-Indian war

Verma 09 (Bharat, Editor for the Indian Defence Review, “Why China may attack by 2012”, http://news.rediff.com/slide-show/2009/jul/11/slide-show-1-why-china-may-attack-india.htm, Date accessed: 6/26, JH)
China will launch an attack on India before 2012. There are multiple reasons for a desperate Beijing to teach India the final lesson, thereby ensuring Chinese supremacy in Asia in this century. The recession that shut the Chinese exports shop is creating an unprecedented internal social unrest. In turn, the vice-like grip of the Communists' over the society stands severely threatened.  Unemployment is on the increase. The unofficial estimate stands at whopping 14 percent. Worldwide recession has put 30 million people out of jobs. Economic slowdown is depleting the foreign exchange reserves. Foreign investors are slowly shifting out. To create domestic market, the massive dole of loans to individuals is turning out to be a nightmare. There appears to be a flight of capital in billions of dollars in the shape of diamond and gold bought in Hong Kong and shipped out in end 2008. 
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Second, is hegemony

American military readiness is key to maintain global hegemony.
Federation of American Scientists (FAS), Chapter 10, P. 123 05/29/09, Budget of the US Government, FY 1998 Defense Budget, “Budget of the United States Government.” 
America's armed forces remain in the Persian Gulf, deterring war in that critical region of the world. In Asia and the Pacific region, U.S. military forces provide the critical foundation for peace, security, and stability, in partnership with Japan and other nations. In our own region, America's soldiers have supported the return of democracy in Haiti and helped end the exodus of refugees to our shores. To fulfill such missions, support our allies, and reassure our friends that America is prepared to use force in defense of our common interests, our armed forces must be
 highly ready and armed with the best equipment that technology can provide. In the 21st Century, we also must be prepared and trained for new post-Cold War threats to American security, such as ethnic and required conflicts that undermine stability. Some of these post-Cold War threats, such as the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, terrorism, and drug trafficking, know no national borders and can directly threaten our free and open society. 

Hegemony is key to maintain economic growth, human rights, trade channels, democracy, and prevent natural disaster crises, terrorism, and great power wars
Bradley A. Thayer, November/December, 2006 “In Defense of Primacy,” NATIONAL INTEREST Issue 86

THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power--Rome, Britain or the United States today. Scholars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics. Everything we think of when we consider the current international order--free trade, a robust monetary regime, increasing respect for human rights, growing democratization--is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages followed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. Without U.S. power, the liberal order created by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Ral Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)." Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washington and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated relationships aligned--between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread democracy and other elements of its ideology of liberalism: Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.( n3) So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing interests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. leadership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States. Critics have faulted the Bush Administration for attempting to spread democracy in the Middle East, labeling such aft effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's critics to explain why :democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted. Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or stabilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Perhaps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Afghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threatened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy. Washington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin 
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America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western-style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Kuwait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive. Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the global economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network characterized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mobility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well-being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin-offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his career confident in the socialist ideology of post-independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recognizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globalization, which are facilitated through American primacy.( n4) As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides. Fourth and finally, the United States, in seeking primacy, has been willing to use its power not only to advance its interests but to promote the welfare of people all over the globe. The United States is the earth's leading source of positive externalities for the world. The U.S. military has participated in over fifty operations since the end of the Cold War--and most of those missions have been humanitarian in nature. Indeed, the U.S. military is the earth's "911 force"--it serves, de  facto, as the world's police, the global paramedic and the planet's fire department. Whenever there is a natural disaster, earthquake, flood, drought, volcanic eruption, typhoon or tsunami, the United States assists the countries in need. On the day after Christmas in 2004, a tremendous earthquake and tsunami occurred in the Indian Ocean near Sumatra, killing some 300,000 people. The United States was the first to respond with aid. Washington followed up with a large contribution of aid and deployed the U.S. military to South and Southeast Asia for many months to help with the aftermath of the disaster. About 20,000 U.S. soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines responded by providing water, food, medical aid, disease treatment and prevention as well as forensic assistance to help identify the bodies of those killed. Only the U.S. military could have accomplished this Herculean effort. No other force possesses the communications capabilities or global logistical reach of the U.S. military. In fact, UN peacekeeping operations depend on the United States to supply UN forces. American generosity has done more to help the United States fight the War on Terror than almost any other measure. Before the tsunami, 80 percent of Indonesian public opinion was opposed to the United States; after it, 80 percent had a favorable opinion of America. Two years after the disaster, and in poll after poll, Indonesians still have overwhelmingly positive views of the United States. In October 2005, an enormous earthquake struck Kashmir, killing about 74 000 people and leaving three million homeless. The U.S. military responded immediately, diverting helicopters fighting the War on Terror in nearby Afghanistan to bring relief as soon as possible To help those in need, the United States also provided financial aid to Pakistan; and, as one might expect from those witnessing the munificence of the United States, it left a lasting impression about America. For the first time since 9/11, polls of Pakistani opinion have found that more people are favorable toward the United States than unfavorable, while support for Al-Qaeda dropped to its lowest level. Whether in Indonesia or Kashmir, the money was well-spent because it helped people in the wake of disasters, but it also had a real impact on the War on Terror. When people in the Muslim world witness the U.S. military conducting a humanitarian mission, there is a clearly positive impact on Muslim opinion of the United States. As the War on Terror is a war of ideas and opinion as much as military action, for the United States humanitarian missions are the equivalent of a blitzkrieg. 
Hegemony Collapsing – Ext.
U.S. hegemony collapsing now

Madeleine Albright, former Secretary of State, 2008, A Memo to the President Elect, p. 21-2
Even the most basic building blocks of U.S. power appear to be chipped and worn. Our military has been deployed to the point of exhaustion, including our National Guard and Reserves. Our international economic leadership has been hurt by an incon​sistent approach to trade and by budget policies that have spun the gold of surpluses into the straw of record deficits. Our alli​ances in Europe and the Asian Pacific have been strained. And on nuclear weapons, human rights, and the rule of law, we are thought to be hypocrites. Your job as president will be to recapture what has been lost and to proceed from there. You must begin with the under​standing that our right to lead is no longer widely accepted. We have lost moral legitimacy. If we fail to comprehend this, we will not know how to formulate a successful strategy. We will be like a lawyer who assumes that, because of past triumphs, she has the jury in her pocket when she hasn't, precisely because the jury resents being taken for granted. In Kennedy's time, the memory of World War II was part of every adult's consciousness; so, too, was America's role in re​building Western Europe and helping Japan to become a de​mocracy. The rehabilitation of former Axis powers was seen as a luminous accomplishment. America's leadership was still disputed, but its credentials were acknowledged. The country that had stood up to Hitler, Mussolini, and Tojo had earned, at a minimum, a respectful hearing from people everywhere. We can no longer assume that our understanding of our own history is widely shared. Relatively few hear the word "Amer​ica" and think first of the Battle of Lexington or the landings at Omaha Beach. To those under the age of twenty—the ma​jority in many countries—the cold war confrontation between freedom and communism means little. To many, the Statue of Liberty has been replaced in the mind's eye by a hooded figure with electrodes. In marketing terms, the American brand needs a makeover. Amid the swirl of events these past fifteen years, four trends pose a clear and present danger to American interests—first, ter​ror and the rise of anti-Americanism in the Arab and Muslim worlds; second, the erosion of international consensus on nuclear proliferation; third, growing doubts about the value of democra​cy; and fourth, the gathering backlash against globalization due primarily to the widening split between rich and poor.
Hegemony Collapsing – Ext.
U.S. global power eroding

Roger Altman, Chair and CEO of Evercore Partners, He was U.S. Deputy Treasury Secretary in 1993-94.Foreign Affairs, February 2009, “The Great Crash, 2008 Subtitle: A Geopolitical Setback for the West,” p. 2
Much of the world is turning a historic corner and heading into a period in which the role of the state will be larger and that of the private sector will be smaller. As it does, the United States' global power, as well as the appeal of U.S.-style democracy, is eroding. Although the United States is fortunate that this crisis coincides with the promise inherent in the election of Barack Obama as president, historical forces -- and the crash of 2008 -- will carry the world away from a unipolar system regardless. Indeed, rising economic powers are gaining new influence. No country will benefit economically from the financial crisis over the coming year, but a few states -- most notably China -- will achieve a stronger relative global position. China is experiencing its own real estate slowdown, its export markets are weak, and its overall growth rate is set to slow. But the country is still relatively insulated from the global crisis. Its foreign exchange reserves are approaching $2 trillion, making it the world's strongest country in terms of liquidity. China's financial system is not exposed, and the country's growth, which is now driven by domestic activity, will continue at solid, if diminished, rates. This relatively unscathed position gives China the opportunity to solidify its strategic advantages as the United States and Europe struggle to recover. Beijing will be in a position to assist other nations financially and make key investments in, for example, natural resources at a time when the West cannot. At the same time, this crisis may lead to a closer relationship between the United States and China. Trade-related flashpoints are diminishing, which may soften protectionist stances in the U.S. Congress. And it is likely that, with Washington less distracted by the war in Iraq, the new administration of President Obama will see more clearly than its predecessor that the U.S.-Chinese relationship is becoming the United States' most important bilateral relationship.

Hegemony Good – Extension
Loss of leadership causes multiple nuclear wars, systemic global instability, and magnifies all impacts

Niall Ferguson, Professor, History, School of Business, New York University and Senior Fellow, Hoover Institution, Stanford University, September-October 2004 (“A World Without Power” – Foreign Policy)  http://www.hoover.org/publications/digest/3009996.html

So what is left? Waning empires. Religious revivals. Incipient anarchy. A coming retreat into fortified cities. These are the Dark Age experiences that a world without a hyperpower might quickly find itself reliving. The trouble is, of course, that this Dark Age would be an altogether more dangerous one than the Dark Age of the ninth century. For the world is much more populous--roughly 20 times more--so friction between the world's disparate "tribes" is bound to be more frequent. Technology has transformed production; now human societies depend not merely on freshwater and the harvest but also on supplies of fossil fuels that are known to be finite. Technology has upgraded destruction, too, so it is now possible not just to sack a city but to obliterate it. For more than two decades, globalization--the integration of world markets for commodities, labor, and capital--has raised living standards throughout the world, except where countries have shut themselves off from the process through tyranny or civil war. The reversal of globalization--which a new Dark Age would produce--would certainly lead to economic stagnation and even depression. As the United States sought to protect itself after a second September 11 devastates, say, Houston or Chicago, it would inevitably become a less open society, less hospitable for foreigners seeking to work, visit, or do business. Meanwhile, as Europe's Muslim enclaves grew, Islamist extremists' infiltration of the EU would become irreversible, increasing trans-Atlantic tensions over the Middle East to the breaking point. An economic meltdown in China would plunge the Communist system into crisis, unleashing the centrifugal forces that undermined previous Chinese empires. Western investors would lose out and conclude that lower returns at home are preferable to the risks of default abroad. The worst effects of the new Dark Age would be felt on the edges of the waning great powers. The wealthiest ports of the global economy--from New York to Rotterdam to Shanghai--would become the targets of plunderers and pirates. With ease, terrorists could disrupt the freedom of the seas, targeting oil tankers, aircraft carriers, and cruise liners, while Western nations frantically concentrated on making their airports secure. Meanwhile, limited nuclear wars could devastate numerous regions, beginning in the Korean peninsula and Kashmir, perhaps ending catastrophically in the Middle East. In Latin America, wretchedly poor citizens would seek solace in Evangelical Christianity imported by U.S. religious orders. In Africa, the great plagues of AIDS and malaria would continue their deadly work. The few remaining solvent airlines would simply suspend services to many cities in these continents; who would wish to leave their privately guarded safe havens to go there? For all these reasons, the prospect of an apolar world should frighten us today a great deal more than it frightened the heirs of Charlemagne. If the United States retreats from global hegemony--its fragile self-image dented by minor setbacks on the imperial frontier--its critics at home and abroad must not pretend that they are ushering in a new era of multipolar harmony, or even a return to the good old balance of power. Be careful what you wish for. The alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be apolarity--a global vacuum of power. And far more dangerous forces than rival great powers would benefit from such a not-so-new world disorder.

A2: Soft Power Key (1/2)

Soft power fails without hard power

Kim Holmes, Heritage Foundation, 09, (States News Service, 06/12, lexis)

Many, if not most, Europeans credit "soft power" for the peace they've enjoyed for decades. Thinking their version of a Kantian universal peace arose from the committee chambers of the European Union - and not from the victories of the Western powers in World War II and the Cold War - they hold up soft power as a model for the rest of the world.

In their view, bridging the often hardened differences between states and shaping their decisions requires mainly negotiation and common understanding. The importance of our military strength is downplayed and sometimes even seen as the main obstacle to peace. Even when its importance is acknowledged, it's a perfunctory afterthought.

Many liberals are now pressing the U.S. government to adopt this vision, too. But the futility of it can be seen everywhere, from the failure of negotiations to deter both Iran and North Korea from their nuclear programs over the past five years - a period in which their efforts have only matured - to the lackluster response to Russia's invasion of Georgian territory.

The limits of soft power have not only bedeviled Mr. Obama but George W. Bush as well. After applying pressure on North Korea so diligently in 2006, the Bush administration relaxed its posture in early 2007, and North Korea concluded that it was again free to backslide on its commitments. Two years later, this effort to "engage" North Korea, which the  Obama administration continued even after North Korea's April 5 missile test, has only led North Korea to believe that it can get away with more missile tests and nuclear weapons detonations. And so far, it has.

The problem here is not merely an overconfidence in the process of "talking" and trying to achieve "mutual understanding" - as if diplomacy were merely about communications and eliminating hurt feelings. Rather, it is about the interaction and sometimes clash of hardened interests and ideologies. These are serious matters, and you don't take them seriously by wishing away the necessity, when need be, of using the hard power of force to settle things.

It's this connection of hard to soft power that Mr. Obama appears not to understand. In what is becoming a signature trait of saying one thing and doing another, Mr. Obama has argued that America must "combine military power with strengthened diplomacy." But since becoming president he has done little to demonstrate an actual commitment to forging a policy that combines America's military power with diplomatic strategies.

For America to be an effective leader and arbiter of the international order, it must be willing to maintain a world-class military. That requires resources: spending, on average, no less than 4 percent of the nation's gross domestic product on defense. Unfortunately, Mr. Obama's next proposed defense budget and Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates' vision for "rebalancing" the military are drastically disconnected from the broad range of strategic priorities that a superpower like the United States must influence and achieve.

If our country allows its hard power to wane, our leaders will lose crucial diplomatic clout. This is already on display in the western Pacific Ocean, where America's ability to hedge against the growing ambitions of a rising China is being called into question by some of our key Asian allies. Recently, Australia released a defense white paper concerned primarily with the potential decline of U.S. military primacy and its implications for Australian security and stability in the Asia-Pacific. These developments are anything but reassuring.

The ability of the United States to reassure friends, deter competitors, coerce belligerent states and defeat enemies does not rest on the strength of our political leaders' commitment to diplomacy; it rests on the foundation of a powerful military. The United States can succeed in advancing its priorities by diplomatic means only so long as it retains a "big stick." Only by building a full-spectrum military force can America reassure its many friends and allies and count on their future support.

The next British leader - and the rest of our allies - need to know they can count on the U.S. to intervene on their behalf any time, anywhere it has to. That will require hard power, not just soft, diplomatic words murmured whilst strolling serenely along " Obama Beach.

A2: Soft Power Key (2/2)

Soft power motivate free riding – Undermines hard power

Patrick 2000 Center on International Cooperation
(Stewart, Concept Paper for Workshop on Multilateralism, and US Foreign Policy, http://www.nyu.edu/pages/cic/projects/Unilateralism/WorkingPaper.html)

Multilateralism is a demanding form of cooperation. It requires participants to relinquish flexibility in foreign policy and to sacrifice immediate gratification in return for future gain. Many international regimes are also costly, requiring investments in machinery to facilitate timely consultation, to permit the identification of problems and the search for solutions, to encourage coordinated actions and burden sharing and, to assist the monitoring and enforcement of rules. (Williams, 1995) Finally, there is an inherent tension between the egalitarian ethos of multilateralism -- which is based on the sovereign equality, equal treatment, and self-abnegation -- and the hierarchical reality of the international system -- which has historically accorded special privileges and responsibilities to great powers.  These tensions are especially acute in situations of unipolarity, when a single dominant state possesses no credible international rival. Because "a hegemon has far more unilateral and bilateral options available to it than any other state" (Ruggie, 1993), it is not immediately clear why such a powerful country would accept limitations on its autonomy and self-restraint in the use of its capabilities. Multilateralism not only eliminates possibilities for policies of "divide and rule," but it can also encourage other parties in regimes and cooperative frameworks to hitch a "free ride" on public goods supplied by the dominant actor. To the degree that multilateral institutions constrain and "domesticate" dominant powers, we would expect multilateralism to be popular with weaker states. From a realist perspective, in contrast, we might expect a hegemon to turn to unilateral action and unequal bilateral arrangements in order to exploit its preponderance, protect its sovereignty, and maximize its maneuvering room. (Kratochwil, 1993) 
Hard power outweigh soft power – Our evidence is comparative

Persaud, 2004 [Randolph B., Associate Professor of International Relations at American University “Shades of American Hegemony: The Primitive, the Enlightened, and the Benevolent,” 19 Conn. J. Int'l L. 263, Spring, Lexis]
<The fifth feature of primitive hegemony is actually more of a principle. The principle is that strength is more important than legitimacy, and by implication that when strength is applied in the form of coercion, there will be followers, or at a minimum the will of adversaries may be broken. In geostrategic terms this is based on the notion of positional advantage. n9 Positional advantage, in part, is a strategic  [*266]  concept that advocates the diffusion of United States military capability all over the world. In addition to the obvious advantage of being able to rapidly respond to actual conflict theatres world wide, positional advantage is also intended to forge compliant behavior on account of the proximity and preponderance of American military power. Here is what the Joint Vision 2020 report says on that subject: In a conflict, this ability to attain positional advantage allows the commander to employ decisive combat power that will compel an adversary to react from a position of disadvantage, or quit. In other situations, it allows the force to occupy key positions to shape the course of events and minimize hostilities or react decisively if hostilities erupt. And in peacetime, it constitutes a credible capability that influences potential adversaries while reassuring friends and allies.>
[Insert link turns from the soft power module (Don’t double turn yourself!)]

A2: Hard Power Impact Turns

The U.S. is the dominant international power and it must remain so to solve global war, counterbalancing is a myth, offshore balancing & multipolarity fail

Robert Kagan, 7 is author, most recently, of Dangerous Nation: America’s Place in the World from Its Earliest Days to the Dawn of the Twentieth CenturyHe is senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,  September, October, Policy Review, and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund. A version of this essay will appear in Melvyn P. Leffler and Jeffrey W. Legro, eds., To Lead the World: American Strategy After the Bush Doctrine (Oxford University Press, 2008), http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html

The world has not been transformed, however. Nations remain as strong as ever, and so too the nationalist ambitions, the passions, and the competition among nations that have shaped history. The world is still “unipolar,” with the United States remaining the only superpower. But international competition among great powers has returned, with the United States, Russia, China, Europe, Japan, India, Iran, and others vying for regional predominance. Struggles for honor and status and influence in the world have once again become key features of the international scene. Ideologically, it is a time not of convergence but of divergence. The competition between liberalism and absolutism has reemerged, with the nations of the world increasingly lining up, as in the past, along ideological lines. Finally, there is the fault line between modernity and tradition, the violent struggle of Islamic fundamentalists against the modern powers and the secular cultures that, in their view, have penetrated and polluted their Islamic world.  Creating and sustaining the unipolar world  How will the United States deal with such a world? Today there is much discussion of the so-called Bush Doctrine and what may follow it. Many prefer to believe the world is in turmoil not because it is in turmoil but because Bush made it so by destroying the new hopeful era. And when Bush leaves, it can return once again to the way it was. Having glimpsed the mirage once, people naturally want to see it and believe in it again.  The first illusion, however, is that Bush really changed anything. Historians will long debate the decision to go to war in Iraq, but what they are least likely to conclude is that the intervention was wildly out of character for the United States. Since the end of World War ii at least, American presidents of both parties have pursued a fairly consistent approach to the world. They have regarded the United States as the “indispensable nation”2 and the “locomotive at the head of mankind.”3 They have amassed power and influence and deployed them in ever-widening arcs around the globe on behalf of interests, ideals, and ambitions, both tangible and intangible. Since 1945 Americans have insisted on acquiring and maintaining military supremacy, a “preponderance of power” in the world rather than a balance of power with other nations. They have operated on the ideological conviction that liberal democracy is the only legitimate form of government and that other forms of government are not only illegitimate but transitory. They have declared their readiness to “support free peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation” by forces of oppression, to “pay any price, bear any burden” to defend freedom, to seek “democratic enlargement” in the world, and to work for the “end of tyranny.” 4 They have been impatient with the status quo. They have seen America as a catalyst for change in human affairs, and they have employed the strategies and tactics of “maximalism,” seeking revolutionary rather than gradual solutions to problems. Therefore, they have often been at odds with the more cautious approaches of their allies. 5  When people talk about a Bush Doctrine, they generally refer to three sets of principles — the idea of preemptive or preventive military action; the promotion of democracy and “regime change”; and a diplomacy tending toward “unilateralism,” a willingness to act without the sanction of international bodies such as the United Nations Security Council or the unanimous approval of its allies. 6 It is worth asking not only whether past administrations acted differently but also which of these any future administration, regardless of party, would promise to abjure in its conduct of foreign policy. As scholars from Melvyn P. Leffler to John Lewis Gaddis have shown, the idea of preemptive or preventive action is hardly a novel concept in American foreign policy. 7 And as policymakers and philosophers from Henry Kissinger to Michael Walzer have agreed, it is impossible in the present era to renounce such actions a priori.8 As for “regime change,” there is not a single administration in the past half-century that has not attempted to engineer changes of regime in various parts of the world, from Eisenhower ’s cia-inspired coups in Iran and Guatemala and his planned overthrow of Fidel Castro, which John F. Kennedy attempted to carry out, to George Herbert Walker Bush ’s invasion of Panama to Bill Clinton’s actions in Haiti and Bosnia. And if by unilateralism we mean an unwillingness to be constrained by the disapproval of the un Security Council, by some of the nato allies, by the oas, or by any other international body, which presidents of the past allowed themselves to be so constrained? 9  These qualities of American foreign policy reflect not one man or one party or one circle of thinkers. They spring from the nation ’s historical experience and are a characteristic American response to international circumstances. They are underpinned, on the one hand, by old beliefs and ambitions and, on the other hand, by power. So long as Americans elect leaders who believe it is the role of the United States to improve the world and bring about the “ultimate good,”10 and so long as American power in all its forms is sufficient to shape the behavior of others, the broad direction of American foreign policy is unlikely to change, absent some dramatic — indeed, genuinely revolutionary — effort by a future administration.  Realist theory has assumed that other powers must inevitably band together to balance against the superpower. These American traditions, together with historical events beyond Americans’ control, have catapulted the United States to a position of pre-eminence in the world. Since the end of the Cold War and the emergence of this “unipolar” world, there has been much anticipation of the end of unipolarity and the rise of a multipolar world in which the United States is no longer the predominant power. Not only realist theorists but others both inside and outside the United States have long argued the theoretical and practical unsustainability, not to mention undesirability, of a world with only one superpower. Mainstream realist theory has assumed that other powers must inevitably band together to balance against the superpower. Others expected the post-Cold War era to be characterized by the primacy of geoeconomics over geopolitics and foresaw a multipolar world with the economic giants of Europe, India, Japan, and China rivaling the United States. Finally, in the wake of the Iraq War and with hostility to the United States, as measured in public opinion polls, apparently at an all-time high, there has been a widespread assumption that the American position in the world must finally be eroding.  Yet American predominance in the main categories of power persists as a key feature of the international system. The enormous and productive American economy remains at the center of the international economic system. American democratic principles are shared by over a hundred nations. The American military is not only the largest but the only one capable of projecting force into distant theaters. Chinese strategists, who spend a great deal of time thinking about these things, see the world not as multipolar but as characterized by “one superpower, many great powers,” and this configuration seems likely to persist into the future absent either a catastrophic blow to American power or a decision by the United States to diminish its power and international influence voluntarily. 11  Sino-Russian hostility to American predominance has not yet produced a concerted effort at balancing. The anticipated global balancing has for the most part not occurred. Russia and China certainly share a common and openly expressed goal of checking American hegemony. They have created at least one institution, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, aimed at resisting American influence in Central Asia, and China is the only power in the world, other than the United States, engaged in a long-term military buildup. But Sino-Russian hostility to American predominance has not yet produced a concerted and cooperative effort at balancing. China ’s buildup is driven at least as much by its own long-term ambitions as by a desire to balance the United States. Russia has been using its vast reserves of oil and natural gas as a lever to compensate for the lack of military power, but it either cannot or does not want to increase its military capability sufficiently to begin counterbalancing the United States. Overall, Russian military power remains in decline. In addition, the two powers do not trust one another. They are traditional rivals, and the rise of China inspires at least as much nervousness in Russia as it does in the United States. At the moment, moreover, China is less abrasively confrontational with the United States. Its dependence on the American market and foreign investment and its perception that the United States remains a potentially formidable adversary mitigate against an openly confrontational approach.  In any case, China and Russia cannot balance the United States without at least some help from Europe, Japan, India, or at least some of the other advanced, democratic nations. But those powerful players are not joining the effort. Europe has rejected the option of making itself a counterweight to American power. This is true even among the older members of the European Union, where neither France, Germany, Italy, nor Spain proposes such counterbalancing, despite a public opinion hostile to the Bush administration. Now that the eu has expanded to include the nations of Central and Eastern Europe, who fear threats from the east, not from the west, the prospect of a unified Europe counterbalancing the United States is practically nil. As for Japan and India, the clear trend in recent years has been toward closer strategic cooperation with the United States.  If anything, the most notable balancing over the past decade has been aimed not at the American superpower but at the two large powers: China and Russia. In Asia and the Pacific, Japan, Australia, and even South Korea and the nations of Southeast Asia have all engaged in “hedging” against a rising China. This has led them to seek closer relations with Washington, especially in the case of Japan and Australia. India has also drawn closer to the United States and is clearly engaged in balancing against China. Russia ’s efforts to increase its influence over what it regards as its “near abroad,” meanwhile, have produced tensions and negative reactions in the Baltics and other parts of Eastern Europe. Because these nations are now members of the European Union, this has also complicated eu-Russian relations. On balance, traditional allies of the United States in East Asia and in Europe, while their publics may be more anti-American than in the past, nevertheless pursue policies that reflect more concern about the powerful states in their midst than about the United States. 12 This has provided a cushion against hostile public opinion and offers a foundation on which to strengthen American relations with these countries after the departure of Bush.  As for Russia and China, their hostility to the United States predates the Iraq War and, indeed, the Bush administration. The Iraq War has not had the effect expected by many. Although there are reasonable-sounding theories as to why America ’s position should be eroding as a result of global opposition to the war and the unpopularity of the current administration, there has been little measurable change in the actual policies of nations, other than their reluctance to assist the United States in Iraq. In 2003 those who claimed the U.S. global position was eroding pointed to electoral results in some friendly countries: the election of Schr öder in Germany, the defeat of Aznar’s party in Spain, and the election of Lula in Brazil.13 But if elections are the test, other more recent votes around the world have put relatively pro-American leaders in power in Berlin, Paris, Tokyo, Canberra, and Ottawa. As for Russia and China, their hostility to the United States predates the Iraq War and, indeed, the Bush administration. Russia turned most sharply anti-American in the late 1990s partly as a consequence of nato enlargement. Both were far more upset and angered by the American intervention in Kosovo than by the invasion of Iraq. Both began complaining about American hegemonism and unilateralism and calling for a multipolar order during the Clinton years. Chinese rhetoric has been, if anything, more tempered during the Bush years, in part because the Chinese have seen September 11 and American preoccupation with terrorism as a welcome distraction from America’s other preoccupation, the “China threat.” The world’s failure to balance against the superpower is the more striking because the United States, notwithstanding its difficult interventions in Iraq and Afghanistan, continues to expand its power and military reach and shows no sign of slowing this expansion even after the 2008 elections. The American defense budget has surpassed $500 billion per year, not including supplemental spending totaling over $100 billion on Iraq and Afghanistan. This level of spending is sustainable, moreover, both economically and politically. 14 As the American military budget rises, so does the number of overseas American military bases. Since September 11, 2001, the United States has built or expanded bases in Afghanistan, Kyrgyzstan, Pakistan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan in Central Asia; in Bulgaria, Georgia, Hungary, Poland, and Romania in Europe; and in the Philippines, Djibouti, Oman, and Qatar. Two decades ago, hostility to the American military presence began forcing the United States out of the Philippines and seemed to be undermining support for American bases in Japan. Today, the Philippines is rethinking that decision, and the furor in Japan has subsided. In places like South Korea and Germany, it is American plans to reduce the U.S. military presence that stir controversy, not what one would expect if there was a widespread fear or hatred of overweening American power. Overall, there is no shortage of other countries willing to host U.S. forces, a good indication that much of the world continues to tolerate and even lend support to American geopolitical primacy if only as a protection against more worrying foes. 15 Predominance is not the same thing as omnipotence. Just because the United States has more power than everyone else does not mean it can impose its will on everyone else. American predominance in the early years after the Second World War did not prevent the North Korean invasion of the South, a communist victory in China, the Soviet acquisition of the hydrogen bomb, or the consolidation of the Soviet empire in Eastern Europe — all far greater strategic setbacks than anything the United States has yet suffered or is likely to suffer in Iraq and Afghanistan. Nor does predominance mean the United States will succeed in all its endeavors, any more than it did six decades ago.  By the same token, foreign policy failures do not necessarily undermine predominance. Some have suggested that failure in Iraq would mean the end of predominance and unipolarity. But a superpower can lose a war — in Vietnam or in Iraq — without ceasing to be a superpower if the fundamental international conditions continue to support its predominance. So long as the United States remains at the center of the international economy and the predominant military power, so long as the American public continues to support American predominance as it has consistently for six decades, and so long as potential challengers inspire more fear than sympathy among their neighbors, the structure of the international system should remain as the Chinese describe it: one superpower and many great powers.  This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world ’s powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value.  American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is not between an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington.  The return of great powers and great games  If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other.  National ambition drives China’s foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is pass é; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation.  The Chinese do not share the view that power is passé; hence their now twodecades- long military buildup. Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power — with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending — now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea ’s nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan’s own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or “little brother” to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other ’s rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a “greater China” and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe ’s past than its present. But it also looks like Asia’s past.  Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the eu and nato, would not insist on predominant influence over its “near abroad,” and would not use its natural resources as means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia ’s international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from nato and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia’s complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia ’s relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult.  One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India ’s regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan, but it is clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States.  Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role.  Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its “century of humiliation.” Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst.  Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on. Israel has become its living symbol. Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe.  The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying —  its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.  It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible.  Such order as exists in the world rests not only on the goodwill of peoples but also on American power. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe ’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war.  People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that ’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe.  The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world ’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States.  Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China ’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan.  Conflicts are more likely to erupt if the United States withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene — even if it remained the world’s most powerful nation — could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore  to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe — if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” — this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, “offshore” role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more “even-handed” policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel ’s aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground.  

Collapse of heg results in apolarity and war – not multipolarity 
Nial Ferguson, history professor, NYU, FOREIGN POLICY, July/August, 2004, p. online

Anyone who dislikes U.S. hegemony should bear in mind that, rather than a multipolar world of competing powers, a world with no hegemon at all may be the real alternative to U.S. primacy. Apolarity could turn out to be an anarchic new Dark Age, an ear of warring empires and religious fanaticism; of endemic plunder and pillage in the world’s forgotten regions; of economic stagnation and civilizations’ retreat into a few fortified enclaves.  

Only the U.S can protect the world order 

Colin Gray, political scientist specializing in national security policy, THE SHERIFF: AMERICA’S DEFENSE OF THE NEW WORLD ORDER, 2004, pp. 5-6

The United States is the, indeed is the only, essential protecting power for the current world order Again, this is not to be deterministic. Although there are no other bidders for this crown at present, it does not follow that the United States is condemned to play this role. After all, American world leadership in Paris in 1919 was succeeded post haste by a scuttle from many potential international obligations. Americans today could elect to withdraw from the outside world, insofar as they could in political-military ways They would hope that the civilizationa1 offense given by the soft power of their now globally beamed culture would not be found unduly provocative abroad. Whether The Great Satan, as Iranian spokespeople have delighted in calling the United States, would be allowed to hunker down in peaceful sanctuary in North America, we should doubt. Still, it could be tried. After Sep​tember 11, 2001, isolationist sentiment temporarily has lost much  We may not be much interested in terrorism, but it woulfd appear that terrorism is interested in us.  For good or ill, we are what  we are. Exactly what this is has been explained in no uncertain terms by Henry Kissinger in the opening lines of his book, Doer America Need a Foreign Policy? No prizes are awarded for guessing that his question is strictly rhetorical. Kissinger proclaims that At the dawn of the new millennium, the United States is enjoying a preeminence unrivalled by even the greatest empires of the past. From weaponry to entrepreneurship, from science to technology, from higher education to popular culture, America exercises an unparalleled ascendancy around the globe. During the last decade of the twentieth century, Americas preponderant position rendered it the indispensable component of international stability. The condition of unchallenged, indeed unchallengeable, primacy will not endure-it is not strategic history's "last move"-but while it does the United States is the only candidate for sheriff. If Americans should decline the honor, they are at least uniquely well equipped to ensure that no one else could possibly succeed in that informal office. 
A2: Multilateralism

Even if it’s true that the U.S. engages in wars, it is comparatively more peaceful than other nations.
Colin Gray, political scientist specializing in national security policy, THE SHERIFF: AMERICA’S DEFENSE OF THE NEW WORLD ORDER, 2004, p. 63

Accepting the risk of trying the reader's patience with repetition, the point of this discussion may be clearer if we cite again the golden thought of Donald Kagan, who -wrote that "what seems to work best, even though imperfectly is the possession by those states who wish to preserve the peace of the preponderant power and of the will to accept the burdens and responsibilities required to achieve that purpose."' Americans' motives may well be mixed, but the historical record is tolerably clear in support of Kagan's claim. U.S. hegemony, meaning only preeminence and leadership, not detailed direction of most aspects of political, economic, and social behavior, is by far the best prospect for world order in the twenty-first century. It cannot guarantee peace, because the U.S. superstate will, from time to time, need to wage war or at least apply coercion on behalf of order. Nonetheless, with global security the interest of peace will be advanced prodigiously for so long as the United States is willing and able to sustain its current position of preponderance. A good part of the contemporary difficulty into which American statecraft has stumbled derives from a lack of understanding at home- and abroad of the truth in Kagan's dictum. In addition, of course, there are critics who un​derstand the theory of the benign hegemon and reject it. 

Multilateral action is too slow to prevent escalation 

Fran Schuller and Thomas Grant, Professors of Political Science, 2003, INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS, No. 79, p. 39 

The opposing principle, that of multilateralism, equally miscasts international policy in a world where circumstances may indeed warrant unilateral decisiveness. In the 1920s and 1930s, the League of Nations nurtured multilateral discussions, producing only futility. Rather than mounting individual effective actions against the provocations of Japanese empire-building in China, Italian aggression against Ethiopia or Nazi trial runs for Blitzkrieg and Holocaust, European leaders endlessly consulted one another, grasping for a common denominator that no consultation would ever achieve. In current circumstances, some unilateral actions override soothing diplomatic nattering. The attacks of 11 September on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon count as an incident deserving of response regardless of the sentiments and sympathies of other nations. The United States, as the superior power in the world, must assume the responsibility of deploying its might for the benefit and welfare of itself and the rest of the world. 

Unipolarity more stable than multipolarity 

William C. Wohlforth, Assistant Professor of International Relations in the School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University, America's Strategic Choices, Revised Edition, ed. Brown, Cote, Jr., Lynn-Jones and Miller, 2000, p. 292-3 

Waltz argued that bipolarity is less war prone than multipolarity because it reduces uncertainty.  By the same logic, unipolarity is the least war prone of all structures. For as long as unipolarity obtains, there is little uncertainty regarding alliance choices of the calc ulation of power.  The only options available to second-tier states are to bandwagon with the polar power (either explicitly or implicitly) or, at least, to take no action that could incur its focused enmity. As long as their security policies are oriented around the power and preferences of the sole pole, second-tier states are less likely to engage in conflict prone rivalries for security or prestige. Once the sole pole takes sides, there can be little doubt about which party will prevail. Moreover, the unipolar leader has the capability to be far more interventionist than earlier system leaders.  Exploiting the other states' security dependence as well as its unilateral power advantages, the sole pole can maintain a system of alliances that keeps second-tier states out of power. 
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1. Can’t solve hegemony – 

A. Can’t solve flexibility – Only taking troops from places where they are unnecessary can solve military readiness; we have a massive shortage of troops and can’t afford to redeploy from anywhere else.

B. Flexibility is a biggest internal link – We need troops in all other nations and South Korea is the only nation in which we’re policing a nation that can police itself, that’s Friedman and Preble 10.

2. Can’t solve second advantage – __________. That advantage outweighs – ______________.

3. Perm: Do both.

****Chinese Cooperation****
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Contention ___: Chinese Cooperation
America is overstretched – A hard-line policy isn’t sustainable and will inevitably collapse

Guardian January 19, 2009, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2009/jan/19/barack-obama-rome-empire
By virtue of its economic and military power, as well as a political system extolled for its superiority to all other systems, America has been the leader of the free world for the last 60 years. But from China's rapidly rising status as a global player, to Russia's show of force in Georgia, to rising tensions in South Asia and the Middle East, America is facing a wide array of increasingly troubling threats, while struggling internally to recover from an economic collapse not seen since the Great Depression. American supremacy in a post-cold war environment seems outmatched by a progressively more unstable world. Like Rome, America has spread itself too thin and is unable to respond to new threats as they emerge with either a convincing show of military force or a skilled use of soft power to leverage its credibility in the world. While the dangers we face were once diverse and scattered, the Iraq war pushed many of our enemies to see us as a common threat where religious differences would have otherwise made cooperation impossible. Moreover, in collapsing the Ba'athist regime of Saddam Hussein, America has paved the way for an even less palatable Iranian dominance in the region. While the comparison to ancient Rome is imperfect, there are nonetheless parallels worth considering. America today faces the same dilemma of the eastern Roman empire: should it attempt to regain its lost global supremacy or fortify and adapt to the new world? Will we follow Virgil's famous line from the Aeneid, "Rome, 't is thine alone, with awful sway, To rule mankind, and make the world obey," or preserve our strength and create a framework for global cooperation in which America acts as a mediator and responsible actor rather than instigator.

Negotiations with North Korea to denuclearize are failing in the SQ.

Pollack, professor of Asian and Pacific Studies and chairman of the Asia-Pacific Studies Group at the Naval War College, 2009 (Jonathan D., The Washington Quarterly: Kim Jong-il’s Clenched Fist, pg. 164, October 2009, accessed June 22, 2010, FS TS)
<North Korea, however, no longer demonstrates serious interest in renewed negotiations, except on terms wholly unacceptable to the United States and others. It insists that it will never bargain away its nuclear capabilities. Pyongyang is also seeking to reassert central control over the economy. China’s presumedcomparative advantage in the North therefore seems somewhat suspect at present. Beijing also recognizes that the ROK and Japan will strengthen their defense plans and programs in light of the DPRK’s open hostility and threats, developments that are clearly not in Beijing’s interests.>
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It’s try or die – Continual US presence causes North Korean conflict. Tensions are higher than they have ever been, and this is the first time that conflicts have led to culminated in intentional attack.

Bandow, 10 - senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire (Doug,”Taming Pyongyang”, 5/3,

http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23336 Emory)

Suspicions continue to mount that North Korea torpedoed the Cheonan, a South Korean corvette which sank more than a month ago in the Yellow Sea to the west of the Korean peninsula. Policy makers in both Seoul and Washington are pondering how to respond. The potential, even if small, of renewed conflict on the peninsula demonstrates that today’s status quo is unsatisfactory for all of the North’s neighbors. The Korean War ended in an armistice nearly six decades ago. No peace treaty was ever signed; over the years the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea committed numerous acts of war, most dramatically attempting to assassinate South Korean President Chun Doo-hwan during a visit to Burma and seizing the U.S. intelligence ship Pueblo. Conflict was avoided because the United States, long the senior partner to the Republic of Korea in their military alliance, refused to risk igniting a new conflict. In recent years the DPRK’s conduct has remained predictably belligerent but constrained: fiery threats, diplomatic walk-outs, policy reversals, and unreasonable demands have mixed with occasional cooperative gestures as Washington and Seoul attempted to dissuade the North from developing nuclear weapons. North Korean relations recently have been in a down cycle. Pyongyang has walked out of the long-running Six Party talks and failed in its attempt to engage Washington. South Korean President Lee Myung-bak has ended the ROK’s “Sunshine Policy,” which essentially entailed shipping money and tourists north irrespective of the DPRK’s conduct, causing North Korea to downgrade economic and diplomatic contacts and even recently confiscate South Korean investments. Japan’s relations with the North remain stalled over the lack of accounting over the kidnapping of Japanese citizens years ago. Still, for at least two decades Pyongyang had eschewed military action. Shots were fired between South and North Korean ships last November near the disputed boundary in the Yellow Sea, but no harm was done. Brinkmanship was the DPRK’s standard diplomatic strategy. Triggering a new war was not. Why the North would sink a South Korean vessel is a matter of speculation. More critical is the response. Now what? The issue is most pressing in Seoul. South Korean officials say the investigation continues as they seek definitive evidence that a torpedo sunk the Cheonan. The tragedy would be no less if the cause was a mine, but the latter could be dismissed as an unfortunate occurrence rather than deliberate attack. If the sinking was intentional, however, the ROK must respond. To do nothing would reward the North and encourage additional irresponsible action. President Lee Myung-bak has said: “I’m very committed to responding in a firm manner if need be.” One South Korean diplomat suggested to me that the South will seek Security Council condemnation of the DPRK. This is in line with President Lee’s promise “to cooperate with the international community in taking necessary measures when the results are out.” But even if Seoul won Chinese support for a UN resolution, the ROK would have to take bilateral measures. That certainly would end investment and aid, likely would prevent negotiations and possibly would entail military retaliation. The result not only would mean a serious and prolonged worsening of bilateral relations and increase in bilateral tensions, but could end any chance—admittedly today very slim—of reversing North Korean nuclear development. Moreover, a military strike would entail a chance of war. Tit-for-tat retaliation might spiral out of control. The potential consequences are horrifying. The ROK nevertheless might be willing to take the risk. Not Washington. The United States is cooperating in the investigation and reportedly urging the Lee government to wait for proof before acting. But even if the DPRK is culpable, the last thing the Obama administration wants is another war. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said last month: “I hope that there is no talk of war, there is no action or miscalculation that could provoke a response that might lead to conflict.” From America’s

standpoint, avoiding a potentially bloody war on the Korean peninsula while heavily involved in Afghanistan and still tied down in Iraq is far more important than South Korean concerns over justice and credibility. The People’s Republic of China also would be a big loser in any war: refugees would and conflict could spill over the Yalu. The North Korean state likely would disappear, leaving a united Korea allied with America and hosting U.S. troops near China’s border. Beijing’s international reputation would suffer as its policy of aiding the North was fully and dramatically discredited. Japan would be less vulnerable to the consequences of war but could be the target of North Korean attempts to strike out. Undoubtedly, Tokyo also would be asked to contribute to the peninsula’s reconstruction. Of course, North Korea and its people would suffer the most. The former would cease to exist. That would be an international good, but millions of North Koreans likely would die or otherwise suffer along the way. War would be a tragic end to decades of hardship and isolation. What to do? Seoul needs some degree of certainty before acting. So long as the sinking might have been caused by a mine, the ROK cannot act decisively. If a torpedo attack is the most likely cause, however, winning Security Council backing would be a useful step. Then finding the right level of response, including possibly closing the Kaesong industrial park in the North or targeting a North Korean vessel for destruction, would be necessary. If it chooses the latter, the ROK would need Washington’s backing and China’s understanding. Finally, a lot of people in several countries would have to cross their fingers and say some prayers. In any case, the six-party talks would seem kaput. State Department spokesman Philip Crowley said the Obama 
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administration remained committed to the negotiations despite the sinking, stating that “I wouldn’t necessarily link those directly.” Yet the likelihood that Pyongyang would yield its nuclear weapons while sinking South Korean vessels seems vanishingly small. Even a minimal possibility of a negotiated settlement should be pursued, but at some point the effort simply looks foolish. That’s the short-term. Two longer-term issues require attention, however the current controversy is resolved. First, the United States and ROK must reconsider their alliance relationship. Even on the issue of defending against the DPRK their interests differ: Seoul must satiate an angry public desiring vengeance as well as preserve its credibility in confronting the North. America must avoid another war at most any cost. Given the South’s level of development, it makes no sense for its defense decisions to be subject to Washington’s veto. Nor does it make any sense for the United States to risk being drawn into a war as a result of acts between other nations. These bilateral differences are only likely to grow, especially if the relationship between America and China grows more contentious. 

Further threats by North Korea spur Seoul to respond – The impact is Asian instability and war.

Bandow 4/6 (Doug, Senior fellow for the Cato Institute, “An Unstable Rogue”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11661, Date accessed: 6/25, JH)

In late March an explosion sunk a South Korean warship in the Yellow Sea. After his government downplayed the likelihood of North Korean involvement, the South's defense minister now says a mine or torpedo might have been involved. A torpedo would mean a North Korean submarine actively targeted Seoul's aging corvette. The Republic of Korea's president, Lee Myung-bak, has attempted to dampen speculation by announcing his intention to "look into the case in a calm manner." But the possibility that Pyongyang committed a flagrant and bloody act of war has sent tremors through the ROK. Seoul could ill afford not to react strongly, both to protect its international reputation and prevent a domestic political upheaval. All economic aid to and investment in the North would end. Diplomatic talks would be halted. Prospects for reconvening the Six-Party Talks would disappear. We must hope that the Yellow Sea sinking was a tragedy rather than a provocation. Moreover, Seoul might feel the need to respond with force. Even if justified, such action would risk a retaliatory spiral. Where it would end no one could say. No one wants to play out that scenario to its ugly conclusion. The Yellow Sea incident reemphasizes the fact that North Korean irresponsibility could lead to war. Tensions on the Korean peninsula have risen after President Lee ended the ROK's "Sunshine Policy" — which essentially provided bountiful subsidies irrespective of Pyongyang's behavior. Nevertheless, the threat of war seemingly remained low. Thankfully, the prospect of conflict had dramatically diminished over the last couple of decades. After intermittently engaging in bloody terrorist and military provocations, the Democratic People's Republic of Korea seemed to have largely abandoned direct attacks on South Korea and the United States. Now we are no longer sure. Even if the DPRK was not involved in the sinking, only prudence, not principle, prevents the North from engaging in armed instances of brinkmanship. And with Pyongyang in the midst of a leadership transition of undetermined length, where the factions are unclear, different family members could reach for power, and the military might become the final arbiter, the possibility of violence occurring in the North and spilling outward seems real. 
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DPRK conflict escalates to Asian neighbors

Howard 04 (Peter, December 04, Dr. Peter Howard focuses on US foreign policy and international security, “Why Not Invade North Korea? Threats, Language Games, and U.S. Foreign Policy”, International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 48, No. 4, Date accessed: 6/22, JH & BH)
Following the comparison of material capabilities presented in Table 1, North Korea poses a bigger threat to the United States because it has the greatest ca-pability to threaten U.S. interests. The DPRK has a larger military, more forces concentrated closer to U.S. and allied targets, more missiles with longer ranges, and more fissile material than either Iran or Iraq. While Iran and Iraq do have the ability to severely disrupt the global oil markets, North Korea also has the ability to threaten the global economy. Japan and South Korea, the second and 11th largest economies in the world, respectively, as well as major U.S. trading partners, are both vulnerable to any DPRK attack. A nuclear-armed North Korea could also drastically shift the military balance in North East Asia, prompting South Korea and Japan to develop nuclear programs and increase their military forces to protect against North Korea (Oh and Hassig, 1995). China and Russia, both sharing a border with North Korea, would also be implicated in any future Korean conflict. The potential danger of an unchecked North Korean nuclear program is so severe that the United States was prepared to go to war in 1994 to prevent North Korea from acquiring nuclear weapons (Reiss, 1995; Sigal, 1998; Oberdorfer, 2001; Ho-ward, 2002; Drennan, 2003).

Central Asia is the most likely scenario for global nuclear war

Blank, Research Professional of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute of the US Army War College, 2000
(Dr. Stephen J Blank, Research Professional of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute of the US Army War College June, pg. http://www.milnet.com/pentagon/Russia-2000-assessment-SSI.pdf)

Central Asia’s physical infrastructure might charitably be called “Third World” and the region is highly diverse ethnically and politically. Thus we might quickly end up on the wrong side of a Central Asian ethnic conflict. In such a case we would also quite likely be opposed by one or more of the key neighboring states, China, Iran, or Russia, all of whom might find it easier to project and sustain power into the area (or use proxies for that purpose) than we could. 

The plan gets China involved – withdrawing troops will give the green light for China to deal and reform.

Bandow 2009 (August 31, Doug, Senior fellow at the Cato Institute, “How to Deal with North Korea”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10492, Date accessed: 6/25, JH)
7. Withdraw U.S. forces from South Korea. The Republic of Korea has a vast economic and technological lead over its northern antagonist and is fully capable of defending itself. Nor do American conventional forces help resolve the nuclear issue; to the contrary, by putting U.S. military personnel within reach of the North, Washington has created 28,000 nuclear hostages. Moreover, eliminating America's military presence on the peninsula would be the strongest possible signal to Beijing that it need not fear pressing the North to deal and reform, even at the risk of the latter's collapse. The North's coming leadership transition will yield both opportunities and dangers. The Obama administration should recognize the limitations inherent to any policy toward the North, while doing its best to promote a peaceful resolution of the Korean confrontation.  
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China key to North Korean disarmament – It has comparatively the most influence over North Korea.

Horowitz a doctoral candidate in the Department of Government at Harvard University Harvard University 05 (Michael, Winter 04-05, 2004 by The Center for Strategic and International Studies and the Massachusetts  Institute of Technology  The Washington Quarterly • 28:1 pp. 21–44. and a predoctoral fellow in national security at the John M. Olin Institute for Strategic Studies. “Who’s Behind that Curtain? Unveiling Potential Leverage over Pyongyang”, The Washington Quarterly 28:1 pp.21-44, JH & BH)

Although China is not the only actor able to influence North Korea, China’s relatively large influence over North Korea must be taken into con- sideration. The difficulty is that Beijing appears to prefer the status quo, in which North Korea does not have a formally recognized nuclear arsenal that might scare South Korea or Japan into developing their own and the North Korean regime has not collapsed, which could release an economically costly wave of refugees into China or result in a U.S. troop presence on China’s border if U.S. forces attempted to stabilize and reconstruct North Korea. Indefinite six-party talks also allow China to present itself as an honest broker, gaining it international diplomatic benefits. Because China wishes to avoid both the regional proliferation and North Korean collapse scenarios, however, it will likely cooperate with the United States if the status quo appears untenable. Although the presumption that China is the only actor with the ability to effectively leverage North Korea is incorrect, the significance of its influence is undeniable. China’s support for U.S. strategy is uncertain and potentially insufficient without Japanese and South Korean cooperation, but an active Chinese effort to thwart U.S. goals would almost certainly succeed. China could simply give North Korea more money, sell it weapons at cost, and help it continue to avoid the termination of the nuclear crisis. China thus still has important leverage over North Korea in the cultural-political, military, and economic arenas.
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A strong China key to Asian stability – China as a dominant power and other nations in the peripheral leads to a stable Asia – Empirically proven.

Kang professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college 03 (David C., Spring 2003, Associate professor of government and adjunct associate professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college, “Getting Asia Wrong: The need for new analytical frameworks”, International Security, Vol. 27, No. 4, Accessed 5/18/10, JH & BH)

Yet concern over a strong China may be misplaced. Historically, it has been Chinese weakness that has led to chaos in Asia. When China has been strong and stable, order has been preserved. East Asian regional relations have histor-ically been hierarchic, more peaceful, and more stable than those in the West.26 Until the intrusion of the Western powers in the nineteenth century, East Asian interstate relations were remarkably stable, punctuated only occasionally by conflict between countries. The system was based on Chinese military and eco-nomic power but was reinforced through centuries of cultural exchange, and the units in the system were sovereign states that had political control over rec-ognized geographic areas. East Asian international relations emphasized for-mal hierarchy among nations while allowing considerable informal equality. With China as the dominant state and surrounding countries as peripheral or secondary states, as long as hierarchy was observed there was little need for in-terstate war. This contrasts sharply with the Western tradition of international relations, which has consisted of formal equality between nation-states, infor-mal hierarchy, and near-constant interstate conflict.27 In the nineteenth century, the traditional East Asian order was demolished as both Western and Asian powers (in particular, Japan) scrambled to establish influence in the region. After a century of tumult in Asia, the late 1990s saw the reemergence of a strong and confident China, the growing stabilization of Viet-nam, and increasingly consolidated political rule around the region. Although realists and liberals have tended to view modern East Asia as potentially un-stable, if the system is experiencing a return to a pattern of hierarchy, the result may be increased stability. China in 2003 appears to be reemerging as the gravitational center of East Asia. From a historical perspective, a rich and strong China could again ce-ment regional stability. However, a century of chaos and change, and the growing influence of the rest of the world (in particular the United States), would lead one to conclude that a Chinese-led regional system would not look like its historical predecessor. Indeed Chung-in Moon argues that the Westphalian notion of sovereignty holds sway in Asia, although he also admits that this is frequently compromised and often contested.28 Even if a hierarchic system does not reemerge in East Asia, and even if coun-tries in the region do not adopt Westphalian norms in their entirety, the ques-tion of whether a more powerful China will be a revisionist or a status quo state remains.29 Although the evidence is mixed, much in China's behavior points to Beijing's desire to stabilize the region. According to political scientist Xinbo Wu, "Both the political leadership and the Chinese public believe that . . . China must regain major-power status.""3 Wu also notes that China perceives the international environment in the past decade as less hostile, and even benign. At the same time, Beijing views its relationship with Washington as potentially the most troubling, believing that the United States is the pri-mary constraint on Chinese maneuvering and influence in the region.31 It is not clear, however, if China intends to challenge the United States for regional su-premacy. For three decades, China has made a conscious decision to confine it-self to a relatively modest second-strike nuclear force, although this could change depending on U.S. actions regarding missile defense.32
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China solving North Korean’s nuclear program key to Chinese leadership – It’s a key test to see if China has what it takes to be a regional hegemon in Asia.

Thatcher and Buckley 5/20 (Jonathan, Chris, 5/20/2010, Analyzers and writers for Reuters, “North Korea gets blamed; China, South Korea get the mess”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE64J29T20100520, Date accessed: 6/25, JH)
An international storm of condemnation has broken out over the sinking, but the tight lipped-response of China, 

 North Korea" 
North Korea
's sole supporter, looks to some like a snub to a worried region and a lost opportunity to assert influence. "The 

coverage of North Korea" 
North Korea
 issue is an absolutely crucial test of whether China has what it takes to be a world leader," said Lee Jung-hoon, a Yonsei University professor of international relations. "Depending on how it handles it, it can demonstrate itself as a true global leader or otherwise it will simply remain a socialist giant." Beijing has called the ship sinking "unfortunate" and refused to be drawn into the condemnation of Pyongyang and its leader Kim Jong-il, whom it hosted earlier this month on a rare trip abroad, to the irritation of 

 South Korea" 
South Korea
. For China, say some analysts, the priority is to prop up Kim rather than risk the North imploding in chaos that would spill into its territory and, perhaps, lead to 

 South Korea" 
South Korea
 and its ally the United States moving right up to its border. But that risks undermining Beijing attempts to play more of a role as a great power in the region and is already hurting ties with South Korea, one of its leading trade partners. "This is a big dilemma for China, but it would be unrealistic to expect China to line up behind South Korea so soon after Kim Jong-il's visit," said Shi Yinhong, a professor of international security at Renmin University who follows Korean affairs. "The price that China will pay will be its regional influence, especially over 

 South Korea" 
South Korea
. It will have some impact on that influence ... now regional governments may feel that Chinese foreign policy is out of balance." 
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Instability in Asia causes global nuclear war

Cirincione 2000 (Cirincione, Joseph. "The Asian Nuclear Reaction Chain." Foreign Policy (Spring

2000): 120. Expanded Academic ASAP.)

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

North Korean denuclearization impossible absent Chinese involvement – US and China need to cooperate to solve global problems.

Christensen 09 (Thomas J. Christensen, July 2009, Thomas J. Christensen is Professor of Politics and International Affairs and Director of the Princeton-Harvard China and the World Program at Princeton University, The Washington Quarterly, “Shaping the Choices of a Rising China: Recent Lessons for the Obama Administration”, pg.92-93, Center for Strategic and International Studies, JB and ZB)

One of the signal changes in the U.S./—China relationship in the past several years has been a move beyond the traditional bilateral issues that dominated previous discussions between the two sides such as trade deficits, relations across the Taiwan Strait, and human rights. These issues remain important in the U.S./—China relationship, but especially in U.S. political and security dialogues, the conversation has increasingly focused on how China and the United States might better coordinate the countries’ approaches to problems in regions around the world including Africa, Central and South Asia, Latin America, the Middle East, and Northeast Asia. As part of the Senior Dialogue, there is a series of regular sub/- dialogues led by U.S. regional assistant secretaries of state and their Chinese counterparts in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. Ten years ago, people in these positions in the two countries likely would not have known each others’ names, let alone been involved in extensive discussions about how best to foster stability and growth in various parts of the world. These are real dialogues in which the Chinese bring to the discussion their own robust diplomatic experiences, which often differ from their American counterparts in important ways. For many challenges, such as North Korean denuclearization or stopping the genocide in Darfur, it will be difficult, if not impossible to solve the problems without close coordination and collaboration with China.
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China is key to solve – It has the closest relations to North Korea and would be able to create a solution peacefully.

Bandow, 5/3 (Doug, Senior fellow at the Cato Institute. “Taming Pyongyang”, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23336, Date accessed: 6/25, JH)
Second, the United States, South Korea and Japan must develop a unified approach to China built on the sinking of the Cheonan. Even if the North is blameless, the incident demonstrates that the status quo is dangerous. Just one irresponsible act from the unpredictable DPRK could trigger a new devastating conflict. And if Pyongyang is guilty, the risk could not be clearer. Until now the PRC has viewed the status quo as beneficial: the DPRK remains a friendly buffer state; a North Korean atomic bomb would not be directed at China; the United States and ROK must perennially go hat-in-hand to Beijing to beg for its assistance in dealing with the North. In contrast, applying substantial political and economic pressure on Pyongyang would risk breaking the bilateral relationship and might spark a violent collapse, unleashing a flood of refugees. The PRC has said little about the Cheonan incident. The foreign ministry called the sinking an “unfortunate incident.” Beijing’s ambassador in Seoul reaffirmed his nation’s commitment to peace and stability. The allied pitch should be simple. As noted earlier, the risks of war are obvious and catastrophic. But even if peace survives, today’s badly misgoverned DPRK might implode of its own accord, even without Chinese pressure. There is a possibility of violent collapse, given the North’s impending leadership transition and apparent signs of public dissatisfaction, which would have significantly negative consequences for Beijing. And if Seoul eschews military retaliation, the North’s ongoing nuclear program combined with warlike provocations would place increasing pressure on the South and Japan to develop countervailing arsenals. Beijing should take the lead in forging a new, active policy designed to both denuclearize the Korean peninsula and promote political and economic reform in the North. In fact, a Chinese commitment to take a much more active role might help convince Seoul to choose nonviolent retaliation for the Cheonan’s sinking. Although few people expect the Koreas to end up at war, the risk is real. And unacceptable. The incident should impel a serious rethinking of the current U.S.-ROK alliance as well as the strategy for involving China in the North Korean issue. 

Uniqueness – Negotiations Won’t Work

Negotiations won’t work – North Korea has been unable to effectively communicate with Washington

Bandow 5/3 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. “Taming Pyongyang”, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23336, Date accessed: 6/25, JH) 

Suspicions continue to mount that North Korea torpedoed the Cheonan, a South Korean corvette which sank more than a month ago in the Yellow Sea to the west of the Korean peninsula. Policy makers in both Seoul and Washington are pondering how to respond. The potential, even if small, of renewed conflict on the peninsula demonstrates that today’s status quo is unsatisfactory for all of the North’s neighbors. The Korean War ended in an armistice nearly six decades ago. No peace treaty was ever signed; over the years the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea committed numerous acts of war, most dramatically attempting to assassinate South Korean President Chun Doo-hwan during a visit to Burma and seizing the U.S. intelligence ship Pueblo. Conflict was avoided because the United States, long the senior partner to the Republic of Korea in their military alliance, refused to risk igniting a new conflict. In recent years the DPRK’s conduct has remained predictably belligerent but constrained: fiery threats, diplomatic walk-outs, policy reversals, and unreasonable demands have mixed with occasional cooperative gestures as Washington and Seoul attempted to dissuade the North from developing nuclear weapons. North Korean relations recently have been in a down cycle. Pyongyang has walked out of the long-running Six Party talks and failed in its attempt to engage Washington. South Korean President Lee Myung-bak has ended the ROK’s “Sunshine Policy,” which essentially entailed shipping money and tourists north irrespective of the DPRK’s conduct, causing North Korea to downgrade economic and diplomatic contacts and even recently confiscate South Korean investments. Japan’s relations with the North remain stalled over the lack of accounting over the kidnapping of Japanese citizens years ago. 

Harms – US Will Get Pulled In

Our commitment to South Korea will draw is into the war

Ehrhardt, 05. (George, Ph.D. in Political Science from Indiana University, Winter 2004/2005, “The Evolution of US-ROK Security Consultation,” Pacific Affairs, Vol. 77, No. 4, pp. 669-670, JSTOR, date Accessed: 6/22/10, CC & LF)

The second component of autonomy costs is a reduction in the state's bargaining position vis-a-vis its allies. In any distributive bargaining situation, the party for whom a breakdown of negotiations imposes the fewest losses is in a superior position. Put differently, by committing itself to an alliance, a state makes itself vulnerable to its allies' threat to end the alliance if the state does not cooperate. This is because of the danger of abandonment - a state is worse off if it allies and then the alliance suddenly ends than it would have been if it had not allied in the first place. Choosing to ally rather than arm unilaterally creates a dependency that may force the state into a position where it needs its ally's assistance enough to acquiesce to the ally's unpleasant demands. Finally, the loss of autonomy exacerbates the risk of entrapment.12 Ostensibly, a strong alliance will prevent war by ensuring a target state appears strong, but even with credible commitments, deterrence can fail. In that case an alliance may force a state to support its ally even if it would prefer not to. Indeed, there is a large body of research that suggests that states are likely to fulfill commitments to defend their allies in the event of a war.13 As a state increasingly commits itself to an alliance - by implementing policies that make its promises credible, for example - it increases the risk of being pulled into an unwanted war. 
Solvency – China Key

China key to ease North Korean tensions – It has the most leverage and failure to do so dissolves leadership into warring factions fighting for power.
Bandow 6/9 (Doug, 2010, Senior fellow at the Cato Institute, “Confronting North Korea: Who’s In Charge?”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11883, Date accessed: 6/25, JH) 

Finally, the key to solving the "North Korean problem" is China. Shortly after the sinking of the Cheonan Kim Jong-il scurried off to the PRC, apparently with his chosen son in tow. Today Beijing provides the DPRK with the bulk of its food and energy. Until now the Chinese leadership has believed that pushing Kim too hard risked the stability of the peninsula. But if Kim is willing to commit an act of war against the South, his regime is the real source of dangerous regional instability. The PRC would be serving its own interest if it acted to neuter Pyongyang. It's hard to believe, but the situation in North Korea could get worse. Imagine a weak collective leadership after Kim's death dissolving into warring factions as competing officials looked to their favorite Kim relative or army general. Imagine burgeoning civil strife, growing public hardship, and mass refugee flows. Or violence flowing across the Yalu River to the north and demilitarized zone to the south. Washington's best policy would be to step back from this geopolitical miasma. Any map demonstrates which countries have the most at stake in a stable Korean peninsula: South Korea, Japan, China, and Russia. It is time for them to take the lead. America could help as they search for a solution. But North Korea truly is their problem far more than Washington's problem.

A2: China Impact Turns

1. China is not a threat. They don’t have imperial ambitions and resolved disputes peacefully.

Kang professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college 03 (David C., Spring 2003, Associate professor of government and adjunct associate professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college, “Getting Asia Wrong: The need for new analytical frameworks”, International Security, Vol. 27, No. 4, Accessed 5/18/10, JH & BH)

Does China have territorial or ideological ambitions? The evidence so far suggests that although China has outstanding territorial disputes with a num-ber of countries, it has neither revisionist nor imperial aims. First, China has shown a genuine desire to join the world community, perhaps best reflected in its considerable efforts to become a member of the World Trade Organization. Wu notes that "the PRC understands that the best way to defend its interest is to make its own voice heard in the rule-making process,"33 by joining in-fluential regional and international institutions. This explains Chinese active participation in the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), the ASEAN Regional Forum, and a number of other international institutions.34 Second, in the past two decades China has resolved territorial disputes with Afghanistan, Burma, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Mongolia, Nepal, Pakistan, and Russia. More recently, it has resolved its disputes with Cambodia and Vietnam, renouncing support from the Khmer Rouge and embracing the Paris Peace Accords of 1991 that brought elections to Cambodia, and normalizing relations and delineating its border with Vietnam.35 Jianwei Wang writes that "the fact that no war for territory has been fought in East Asia since the 1980s indicates a tendency to seek peaceful settlement of the remaining disputes."36 On mari-time disputes, Jean-Marc Blanchard notes that all Asian countries except Cam-bodia, North Korea, and Thailand have signed the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, which has provided an institutional forum for parties to address disputes over fishing rights, trade routes, and other matters.37 

2. Unresolved disputes not a product of Chinese ambition. Regional disputes result from a century of regional change.

Kang professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college 03 (David C., Spring 2003, Associate professor of government and adjunct associate professor at the Tuck school of Business at Dartmouth college, “Getting Asia Wrong: The need for new analytical frameworks”, International Security, Vol. 27, No. 4, Accessed 5/18/10, JH & BH)

China does have unresolved territorial disputes over Taiwan, with ASEAN over the Spratly Islands, and with Japan over the Senkaku (Diaoyu) Islands.3" Many other Asian nations also have unresolved territorial issues, resulting from a century of regional change, not from Chinese revisionism. For example, Japan and Russia have yet to resolve their dispute over the Northern territo-ries, nor have Japan and Korea resolved their dispute over Tokto Island. Thus these territorial disputes by themselves are not an indicator of Chinese ambitions.

3. Extend Kang 03 – China is key to stability – When China is a regional hegemon and neighboring nations are in the peripheral, Asia is stable – 1990 and 2003 China proves.

A2: China Destroys U.S. Hegemony

1. U.S. Chinese cooperation key to solve all global issues – The U.S. needs a reliable partner to be a reliable global leader – U.S. as a global police is unsustainable.

Holsag, 09 (Jonathan, July 2009, Jonathan Holslag is a Research Fund Flanders fellow at the Brussels Institute of Contemporary China Studies (BICCS). “Embracing Chinese Global Security Ambitions”, The Washington Quarterly 32:3 pp. 105-118, JH & BH)
The United States has sent ambivalent signals about this evolution. In its most recent report to Congress, the Pentagon elaborated extensively on China’s global ‘‘military engagement,’’ but left open the question of whether this shift will allow Beijing ‘‘to contribute cooperatively to the international community’s responsibilities’’ or whether it will ‘‘project power to ensure access to resources or enforce claims to disputed territories.’’1 The United States combines concern with China’s growing military strike capacity, in case of a confrontation over Taiwan, with the expectation that Beijing could soon assume more responsibility against a wide range of non-traditional threats, such as piracy and terrorism. Rather than a threat, Washington should grasp it as an opportunity. From the piracy-prone Indian Ocean to the failed states of Africa to the terror belt of South Asia, common interests are strong enough reasons to invest in cooperation. If the United States wants to be reliable global leader, it needs to have reliable partners. 

2. Impact is inevitable – Extend our Guardian 09 evidence – Hard-lined hegemony is unsustainable and China will inevitably fill in the gap when U.S. heg collapses.

A2: Pullout -> Asian Proliferation

1. Turn – Asian proliferation is comparatively better – Alternative is a North Korean nuclear monopoly

Carpenter 2006 (Galen Ted, November 11, Vice president for defense and foreign policy studies, “Nuclear Neighbors Might Thward N. Korea”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6772, Date accessed: 6/23, JH)
The prospect of additional nuclear weapons proliferation in northeast Asia obviously is not an ideal outcome. But offsetting the North's looming illicit advantage may be the best of a bad set of options. Moreover, the real danger arising from proliferation is when repulsive rogue states such as North Korea get such weapons, not when stable, democratic countries such as Japan and South Korea do so in self-defense. If the North had to deal with nuclear neighbors, whom it could not so easily intimidate, it might have to abandon its current provocative course. Indeed, Pyongyang might face the prospect of confronting more prosperous adversaries that could easily build larger and more sophisticated nuclear arsenals than it could hope to do. Kim's regime might then conclude that keeping the region non-nuclear would be more productive. Even if it does not do so, a nuclear balance of power in the region would likely emerge instead of a North Korean nuclear monopoly. The prospect of a nuclear-armed Japan is also the one factor that might galvanize the Chinese to put serious diplomatic and economic pressure on Pyongyang to give up its nuclear ambitions. Washington Post columnist Charles Krauthammer expresses that thesis starkly: "We should go to the Chinese and tell them plainly that if they do not join us in squeezing North Korea and thus stopping its march to go nuclear, we will endorse any Japanese attempt to create a nuclear deterrent of its own. . . . If our nightmare is a nuclear North Korea, China's is a nuclear Japan. It's time to share the nightmares." Even if one does not embrace Krauthammer's approach, the reality is that if the United States blocks the possible emergence of a northeast Asian nuclear balance, it will be stuck with the responsibility of shielding non-nuclear allies from a volatile, nuclear-armed North Korea. More proliferation may be a troubling outcome, but it beats that scenario. 

****Soft Power***** 
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Contention __: Soft Power Hegemony

U.S. hard-line hegemony approach is unsustainable – New spending means that the U.S. doesn’t have enough money and troops will inevitably be withdrawn.

Bandow 4/19 (Doug, Senior fellow at the Cato Institute, “Bankrupt Empire”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11701, Date accessed: 6/26, JH)

The United States government is effectively bankrupt. Washington no longer can afford to micromanage the world. International social engineering is a dubious venture under the best of circumstances. It is folly to attempt while drowning in red ink. Traditional military threats against America have largely disappeared. There's no more Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact, Maoist China is distant history and Washington is allied with virtually every industrialized state. As Colin Powell famously put it while Chairman of the Joint Chiefs: "I'm running out of enemies. . . . I'm down to Kim Il-Sung and Castro." However, the United States continues to act as the globe's 911 number. Unfortunately, a hyperactive foreign policy requires a big military. America accounts for roughly half of global military outlays. In real terms Washington spends more on "defense" today than it during the Cold War, Korean War and Vietnam War. If Uncle Sam was a real person, he would declare bankruptcy. U.S. military expenditures are extraordinary by any measure. My Cato Institute colleagues Chris Preble and Charles Zakaib recently compared American and European military outlays. U.S. expenditures have been trending upward and now approach five percent of GDP. In contrast, European outlays have consistently fallen as a percentage of GDP, to an average of less than two percent. The difference is even starker when comparing per capita GDP military expenditures. The U.S. is around $2,200. Most European states fall well below $1,000. Adding in non-Pentagon defense spending — Homeland Security, Veterans Affairs, and Department of Energy (nuclear weapons) — yields American military outlays of $835.1 billion in 2008, which represented 5.9 percent of GDP and $2,700 per capita. Max Boot of the Council on Foreign Relations worries that the increased financial obligations (forget unrealistic estimates about cutting the deficit) resulting from health-care legislation will preclude maintaining such oversize expenditures in the future, thereby threatening America's "global standing." He asks: Who will "police the sea lanes, stop the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, combat terrorism, respond to genocide and other unconscionable human rights violations, and deter rogue states from aggression?" Of course, nobody is threatening to close the sea lanes these days. Washington has found it hard to stop nuclear proliferation without initiating war, yet promiscuous U.S. military intervention creates a powerful incentive for nations to seek nuclear weapons. Armored divisions and carrier groups aren't useful in confronting terrorists. Iraq demonstrates how the brutality of war often is more inhumane than the depredations of dictators. And there are lots of other nations capable of deterring rogue states. The United States should not attempt to do everything even if it could afford to do so. But it can't. When it comes to the federal Treasury, there's nothing there. If Uncle Sam was a real person, he would declare bankruptcy. The current national debt is $12.7 trillion. The Congressional Budget Office figures that current policy — unrealistically assuming no new spending increases — will run up $10 trillion in deficits over the coming decade. But more spending — a lot more spending — is on the way. Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac remain as active as ever, underwriting $5.4 trillion worth of mortgages while running up additional losses. The Federal Housing Administration's portfolio of insured mortgages continues to rise along with defaults. Exposure for Ginnie Mae, which issues guaranteed mortgage-backed securities, also is jumping skyward. The FDIC shut down a record 140 banks last year and is running low on cash. Last year the Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation figured its fund was running a $34 billion deficit. Federal pensions are underfunded by $1 trillion. State and local retirement funds are short about $3 trillion. Outlays for the Iraq war will persist decades after the troops return as the government cares for seriously injured military personnel; total expenditures will hit $2 trillion or more. Extending and expanding the war in Afghanistan will further bloat federal outlays. Worst of all, last year the combined Social Security/Medicare unfunded liability was estimated to be $107 trillion. Social Security, originally expected to go negative in 2016, will spend more than it collects this year, and the "trust fund" is an accounting fiction. Medicaid, a joint federal-state program, also is breaking budgets. At their current growth rate, CBO says that by 2050 these three programs alone will consume virtually the entire federal budget. Uncle Sam's current net liabilities exceed Americans' net worth. Yet the debt-to-GDP ratio will continue rising and could eventually hit World War II levels. Net interest is expected to more than quadruple to $840 billion annually by 2020. Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke says: "It's not something that is ten years away. It affects the markets currently." In March, Treasury notes commanded a yield of 3.5 basis points higher than those for Warren Buffett's Berkshire Hathaway. Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of several books, including Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire (Xulon) and the Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance. More by Doug Bandow Moody's recently threatened to downgrade federal debt: "Although AAA governments benefit from an unusual degree of balance sheet flexibility, that flexibility is not infinite." In 2008, Tom Lemmon of Moody's warned: "The underlying credit rating of the U.S. government faces the risk of downgrading in the next ten years if solutions are not found to our growing Medicare and Social Security unfunded obligations." This is all without counting a dollar of increased federal spending due to federalizing American medicine. The United States faces a fiscal 
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crisis. If America's survival was at stake, extraordinary military expenditures would still be justified. But not to protect other nations, especially prosperous and populous states well able to defend themselves. Boot warns: "it will be increasingly hard to be globocop and nanny state at the same time." America should be neither. The issue is not just money. The Constitution envisions a limited government focused on defending Americans, not transforming the rest of the world. Moreover, if Washington continues to act as globocop, America's friends and allies will never have an incentive to do more. The United States will be a world power for decades. But it can no afford to act as if it is the only power. America must begin the process of becoming a normal nation with a normal foreign policy.  
USFK must be reduced – US troops cause tension in Korea
Cha, associate professor of government and D.S.Kong-Korea Foundation Endowed Chair at Georgetown University, 2002 (Victor D. Cha, “Focus on the Future, Not the North”, accessed on Project Muse, pgs. 4-5, jb, sob)
Beyond these military trends, civil-military tensions over the U.S. footprint in Korea have grown measurably. This friction is not due to a growth of radicalism in Korea but stems from democratization and generational shifts among the middle class that have served to elevate labor, environment, and other quality-of-life issues on the political agenda. NGOs and civic action groups have focused the South Korean public’s attention on the negative effects of USFK activities to such an extent that a majority of South Koreans now favor a reduction in U.S. forces.8 The sunshine policy of engagement and reconciliation with North Korea, established by ROK president Kim Dae-jung when he entered office in 1998, has had the unintended consequence of worsening perceptions of the USFK in the body politic in South Korea. On one hand, the initial exaggerated claims by proponents that the sunshine policy has removed the threat of war on the peninsula has reduced South Korean public support for a sustained U.S. presence. On the other hand, moments in which Kim’s policy fell short of expectations have contributed to a current South Korean search for scapegoats; the USFK is a prime target. Host nations accept the U.S. forward presence around the world because of the military missions and symbols of U.S commitment that presence is perceived to offer. Occasionally, however, a point is reached at which these benefits pale in comparison to the political damage that the presence causes the alliance relationship overall. Although the U.S. forward presence in Korea has not reached this point yet, it is on the horizon. As one military official who had served in Korea and Japan noted, “Korea could go the way of Okinawa if we are not careful.”9 

Tensions escalate to war without diplomatic peace solutions

Michishita 2009 (Narushige is an assistant professor of the Security and International Studies. Program at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies (GRIPS) in Tokyo. A specialist in strategic and Japan/Korea studies, he is author of North Korea’s Military-Diplomatic Campaigns, 1966—2008 (Routledge, September) (EL/KK)
The North Koreans will contend that military tension is rising and the danger of war is looming large on the Korean Peninsula; the current armistice mechanism is not functioning, and so the situation will escalate; and in order to avoid another war, the United States and the DPRK must conclude a peace agreement and establish a new peace mechanism. Then they will take military actions to create the reality to fit their logic.
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DPRK conflict escalates to global nuclear war

Howard 04 (Peter, December 04, Dr. Peter Howard focuses on US foreign policy and international security, “Why Not Invade North Korea? Threats, Language Games, and U.S. Foreign Policy”, International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 48, No. 4, Date accessed: 6/22, JH & BH)
Following the comparison of material capabilities presented in Table 1, North Korea poses a bigger threat to the United States because it has the greatest ca-pability to threaten U.S. interests. The DPRK has a larger military, more forces concentrated closer to U.S. and allied targets, more missiles with longer ranges, and more fissile material than either Iran or Iraq. While Iran and Iraq do have the ability to severely disrupt the global oil markets, North Korea also has the ability to threaten the global economy. Japan and South Korea, the second and 11th largest economies in the world, respectively, as well as major U.S. trading partners, are both vulnerable to any DPRK attack. A nuclear-armed North Korea could also drastically shift the military balance in North East Asia, prompting South Korea and Japan to develop nuclear programs and increase their military forces to protect against North Korea (Oh and Hassig, 1995). China and Russia, both sharing a border with North Korea, would also be implicated in any future Korean conflict. The potential danger of an unchecked North Korean nuclear program is so severe that the United States was prepared to go to war in 1994 to prevent North Korea from acquiring nuclear weapons (Reiss, 1995; Sigal, 1998; Oberdorfer, 2001; Ho-ward, 2002; Drennan, 2003).

The US must use soft power over hard power with the DPRK

China Daily 09 (“Diplomacy the Path to Peaceful Peninsula” April 7, 2009 Accessed on 6/22/10 AW GW)
If the Obama administration can rein in its own military, as well as its dependent allies in Seoul and Tokyo, and pursue the avowed aim of a world free of nuclear weapons, DPRK might play along. "Pyongyang's basic stance is that as long as Washington, Tokyo, and Seoul remain adversaries, it feels threatened and will acquire nuclear missiles to counter that threat," writes Leon Sigal, an expert on the Korean crisis, in the January 2009 Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists. However, "if Washington, Tokyo, and Seoul move toward reconciliation it will get rid of these weapons. Whether the DPRK means what it says isn't certain, but the only way to test it is to try to build mutual trust over time by faithfully carrying out a series of reciprocal steps." Short of fuel and unable adequately to feed its own people, the DPRK badly needs international economic assistance. The other five parties should strive for an immediate quid pro quo involving massive but graduated assistance to the DPRK in return for denuclearization. Such a result would not only pave the way for a settlement on the Korean Peninsula but could also enhance the prospects of containing Korean nuclear technology from being exported to other states. The DPRK launch represents a step back in the region, but there is a way forward. The Six Party talks must resume and come to acceptable terms. In the 21st century, choosing militarism over diplomacy invites disaster.

North Korea is willing to negotiate with the U.S.

Michishita, Assistant professor of the Security and International Studies Program at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies (GRIPS) in Tokyo, 2009

(Narushige, “Playing the Same Game: North Korea’s Coercive Attempt at U.S. Reconciliation”, The Washington Quarterly • 32:4 pp. 139-152, KK/EL)

The nuclear and missile capabilities of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK) are certainly improving, but that does not mean its strategy has changed. Those who argue that Pyongyang has abandoned diplomacy and chosen a military path risk missing the point: nuclear weapon sand missiles are the means, not the ends. North Korea is actually taking necessary steps to prepare for future talks with the United States. In other words, North Korea is playing the same game again.
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North Korea’s nuke problem is an impending threat

Michishita, Assistant professor of the Security and International Studies Program 2009, (Narushige, “Playing the Same Game: North Korea’s Coercive Attempt at U.S. Reconciliation”, The Washington Quarterly • 32:4 pp. 139-152, at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies (GRIPS) in Tokyo KK/EL)
North Korea’s improved nuclear capabilities have exacerbated the potential risks in future contingencies, such as North Korea’s collapse. North Korea is believed to have produced 40 to 50 kilograms of plutonium, which is enough for five to eight nuclear bombs. The two nuclear tests have reduced these numbers to approximately 26 to 38 kilograms, which is still enough for three to six nuclear bombs.31 The May 2009 nuclear test proved that North Korea has successfully manufactured a nuclear device. In 2006, North Korea predicted a four-kiloton test but achieved less than one kiloton.32 It achieved a much larger nuclear explosion, however, in the range of several kilotons, in May 2009. Siegfried S. Hecker, former director of the Los Alamos National Laboratory, estimated it to be in the two- to four-kiloton range.33 The only remaining missing link in determining whether North Korea’s nuclear weapons have become usable is the issue of miniaturization. In March 2009, the U.S. Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) assessed that North Korea ‘‘may be able to successfully mate a nuclear warhead to a ballistic missile.’’34 Although not a definite answer, it is certainly a scary suggestion.

North Korea possesses greatest ability to produce nuclear war

Howard 04 (Peter, December 04, Dr. Peter Howard focuses on US foreign policy and international security, “Why Not Invade North Korea? Threats, Language Games, and U.S. Foreign Policy”, International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 48, No. 4, Date accessed: 6/22, JH & BH)
North Korea, however, does have the ability to produce fissile material-re-processed plutonium-and has, by its own admission, already done so (Sanger, 2003). While DPRK officials claim to have produced only gram quantities of bomb-grade nuclear material prior to 1994, the United States estimates that North Korea made one to two bombs worth of plutonium. In addition, fuel rods removed from North Korea's existing nuclear reactor at the height of the 1994 crisis re-mained in sealed containers in a cooling pond under U.S. and IAEA surveillance until December 2002. North Korea's reprocessing of those rods produces an additional 25-30 kg of plutonium, enough for five or six bombs. Were North Korea to reactivate its existing nuclear reactor at Yongbyon and complete its two other reactors already under construction, it could then produce 45-55 bombs worth of fissile material per year.3 Without the 1994 Agreed Framework (AF) freezing the North Korean nuclear program, the DPRK could have produced enough pluto-nium for 60-80 bombs by 2000 (Albright and O'Neill, 2000). Compounding the gulf in nuclear capability is a similar disparity in delivery capability-missiles. A substantial missile capability dramatically raises the stakes of nuclear weapons. As Wendy Sherman, the former State Department Councelor who coordinated U.S. policy for North Korea observed, "As bad as missiles are, missiles with nuclear warheads are horrific."4 Under U.N. sanctions, Iraq was barred from developing any missiles with range greater than 150 km. Cordesman (2002d) estimated that if permitted, Iraq could internally develop a new medium range ballistic missile by mid-decade and an intercontinental ballistic missile within 10 years of a decision to do so. The Central Intelligence Agency (2002) estimated that "Saddam retains a covert force of up to a few dozen Scud-variant short-range ballistic missiles with ranges of 650-900 km" similar to those launched against Israel and Saudi Arabia in the 1991 Gulf War, representing Iraq's most dangerous de-livery vehicle. Yet throughout 

the 2003 war, Iraq did not launch any Scud missiles and managed to launch only 19 surface to surface missiles (US Air Force, 2003). Iran has a number of short-range missiles and is actively developing and testing the Shahab 3 

missile with a range of 1,200 km. Much of Iran's missile program, though, is based on technology obtained from North Korea (Cordesman, 2002a). North Korea has an active missile development program and has demonstrated its willingness to proliferate its missile technology to international buyers. It re-ceived substantial technical assistance from Pakistan on the HEU project in ex-change for missile technology, and ships carrying North Korean missiles have been intercepted in route to destinations such as Yemen and Libya. It has deployed a 1,300 km range No Dong missile. In 1998, North Korea stunned U.S. analysts when it launched a 
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three-stage intercontinental ballistic missile over Japan and into the Pacific Ocean. Although the 1998 test was a failure, it demonstrated North Korea's rapid progress in developing a multi-stage intercontinental ballistic missile. The 10,000 km range, two-stage Taepo-Dong 2 missile is in advanced stages of development but has to be tested. When deployed, it would be capable of delivering a WMD payload to the West coast of the United States, while a three-stage version of the same missile would put the entire United States within range (Cordesman, 2002b). Of the three states in the axis of evil prior to the invasion of Iraq, North Korea was by far the closest to developing an indigenous capability to threaten an independent nuclear strike on the United States.
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Turn - Soft power exceptionally key to success of hard power & hegemony

Nye Sultan of Oman Professor of International Relations at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University 2004 (Joseph S. Nye Jr. Reproduced with permission from "Soft Power and Leadership," Compass: A Journal of Leadership, Spring http://hbswk.hbs.edu/archive/4290.html) 

Soft power has always been a key element of leadership. The power to attract—to get others to want what you want, to frame the issues, to set the agenda—has its roots in thousands of years of human experience. Skillful leaders have always understood that attractiveness stems from credibility and legitimacy. Power has never flowed solely from the barrel of a gun; even the most brutal dictators have relied on attraction as well as fear. When the United States paid insufficient attention to issues of legitimacy and credibility in the way it went about its policy on Iraq, polls showed a dramatic drop in American soft power. That did not prevent the United States from entering Iraq, but it meant that it had to pay higher costs in the blood and treasure than would otherwise have been the case. Similarly, if Yasser Arafat had chosen the soft power model of Gandhi or Martin Luther King rather than the hard power of terrorism, he could have attracted moderate Israelis and would have a Palestinian state by now. I said at the start that leadership is inextricably intertwined with power. Leaders have to make crucial choices about the types of power that they use. Woe be to followers of those leaders who ignore or devalue the significance of soft power.  
The Obama administration will use soft power as primary tool to develop foreign policy

Defense News 09 (“Can Obama Get Results From 'Soft Power'?” http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=3907876) 
The proponents of increased diplomacy are guardedly optimistic that the incoming Obama administration will mean a change in the way the United States confronts the rest of the world. "We are really going to have an opportunity to turn the page, to set a new tone," said Sam Brannen, deputy director of the International Security Program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington. "The philosophy of the Bush administration was, if you don't get along with someone, isolate them - don't talk to them, don't work with them. Wave a big military stick," he said. "Throughout the Democratic primaries and the presidential debates, Obama made it clear he will turn to diplomacy as a first resort, not a last one." The new president begins on positive footing. Despite widespread antipathy toward the United States built up during the Bush years, "Obama gets a big bounce just by being Obama," said Price Floyd, a former State Department official, now director of external affairs at the Center for a New American Security. "There is increased good will" toward the United States just because Obama was elected, Floyd said.
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Obama is willing to work with North Korea

Michishita, Assistant professor of the Security and International Studies Program  2009 (at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies (GRIPS) in Tokyo, Narushige, “Playing the Same Game: North Korea’s Coercive Attempt at U.S. Reconciliation”, The Washington Quarterly • 32:4 pp. 139-152, KK/EL)
Even after the missile and nuclear tests, the United States has expressed willingness to engage with North Korea. On June 11, 2009, Ambassador Stephen Bosworth, special representative for North Korea policy, revealed a ‘‘fourpronged strategy’’ toward North Korea, which emphasized close regional consultation and cooperation, UN and national sanctions, defensive measures, and diplomatic engagement to negotiate a path to denuclearization if North Korea showed serious willingness. Bosworth reiterated U.S. policy not to threaten to change the North Korean regime through force and its continued commitment to the September 2005 Joint Statement.27 The United States is willing to address not only nuclear and missile issues, but also signing a peace treaty with North Korea. On this point, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton stated in February:   If North Korea is genuinely prepared to completely and verifiably eliminate their nuclear weapons program, the Obama Administration will be willing to normalize bilateral relations, replace the peninsula’s longstanding armistice agreements with a permanent peace treaty, and assist in meeting the energy and other economic needs of the North Korean people.28  This position did not change after the nuclear and missiles tests 

Negotiations could solve the nuclear crisis

Michishita, Assistant professor of the Security and International Studies Program at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies (GRIPS) in Tokyo, 2009

(Narushige, “Playing the Same Game: North Korea’s Coercive Attempt at U.S. Reconciliation”, The Washington Quarterly • 32:4 pp. 139-152, KK/EL)

In 2002, Kang Sok-ju, first vice foreign minister and Jong-il’s right-hand man, reportedly said, ‘‘What is wrong with us having our own uranium enrichment program? We are entitled to possess our own HEU, and we are bound to produce more powerful weapons than that.’’ Kang Sok-ju also said that North Korea considered the 1994 Agreed Framework nullified and stated that the DPRK would resolve this issue if the United States concluded a nonaggression treaty with the DPRK, lifted the embargo on North Korea and stopped interfering with Japanese—North Korean normalization, normalized relations with the DPRK, and compensated North Korea for previous delays in light water reactor construction.5 Now that North Korea has acknowledged possessing the uranium-enrichment program, it is on the table to be negotiated.

Dollar Primacy Scenario (1/3)

US government’s non-essential defense spending is wasteful
Huffington Post 05/28/10 (Lucia Graves, Staff Writer; Lawmakers Call For Cuts in Military Spending; http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/05/27/lawmakers-call-for-cuts-i_n_592686.html BH) 

As the budget crisis worsens, some lawmakers are looking where others dare not - at defense spending. In a letter to the National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform, lawmakers from both sides of the aisle despaired at "the apparent absence of discussion about the efficacy, the extent, and cost of overseas U.S. military commitments."  The statement authored by Reps. Barney Frank (D-Mass.), Ron Paul (R-Texas), Walter B. Jones (R-N.C.) and Sen. Ron Wyden (D-Ore.) asked commissioners to scale back America's global military commitments. The effort comes just weeks after Frank appointed his own bipartisan commission to look at ways to reduce America's bloated military budget.  "At a time when our nation is facing serious economic problems, when it is borrowing trillions of dollars from foreign nations of varying degrees of friendliness, and it must deal with the rising costs of tens of millions of retiring baby boomers, we believe meaningful deficit reduction requires that no element of existing federal spending can be excluded from consideration," wrote the congressmen in their letter to the Commission. "So while we have differing political views and party affiliations, we are united in the belief that your Commission must rethink the nature and scope of every category of federal spending."  Frank lamented that the deficit-reduction debate plays out as if there are only two options -- raising taxes or cutting social programs, like Social Security and Medicare.  Lawmakers usually shy away from cutting military spending, but Wyden, who's up for reelection, vowed to fight back against the wisdom of so many political consultants. "Look, not all defense spending helps national security," he said. "Wasteful defense spending is waste!"  Even President Obama's proposed spending freeze excludes defense spending, which Frank described as "terribly wrong" and "a very great error." It's fine to exempt national security spending, Frank said, "but don't confuse that with Pentagon spending."  Paul echoed that sentiment, emphasizing that he was for cutting military spending, not defense spending. "None of us up here want a weak defense," he said. "We want a strong national defense -- what we don't want is waste in the military budget."  The trick to cutting military spending, Frank said, is to reduce the number of overseas bases especially in wealthy regions like Western Europe. He attacked the notion that America has to be everywhere militarily and what he called "this amorphous concept that America needs to be some sort of world superhero," suggesting that commitments be scaled back to match national needs. American military spending today makes up approximately 44 percent of worldwide defense expenditures, according to the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation, and it's estimated that the U.S. currently operates 460 military installations in more than 38 countries overseas. Frank was particularly critical of the notion that the American taxpayer has to defend the safety of Western Europe, saying "I'm not sure what we're defending them against!" "Europeans have benefited from low military spending, protected by NATO and the American nuclear umbrella," according to reporting in the New York Times. "It's time for us to stop subsidizing them," said Frank. Frank's deficit commission, a bipartisan group of experts in national security, will provide suggestions for how to achieve cost savings while still meeting America's legitimate security needs. Those suggestions are forthcoming in a report to be published in June.
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A strong US dollar is only possible where government does not engage in wasteful spending

Odion-Esene 2010 (Brai, staff writer, “Expects U.S. Dollar To Continue To Be Key Intl Currency”, http://imarketnews.com/?q=node/10037 BH)

Standard & Poor's Thursday gave a vote of confidence in the U.S. dollar, saying it believes the dollar will continue to be the key international currency, a position that it will retain "so long as inflation is moderate and stable, financial markets are sound and relatively unfettered, and U.S. government spending is efficient and sustainable."  John Chambers, S&P credit analyst, prior to the public release told Market News International in an interview that one only has to look back in history to the British Empire and the fall of the pound sterling to see how a currency could lose its global reserve status. In a report provided to Market News International, S&P said the dollar's widespread acceptance stems from the U.S. economy's fundamental strength, which in its view comes from the economy's size and the flexibility of labor and product markets.  The ratings agency bases this opinion on the U.S.'s position relative to other large, developed nations in terms of its prospective inflation and fiscal performance and investors' expectations for favorable investment returns over the medium term. "As long as inflation is moderate and stable, financial markets are sound and relatively unfettered, and U.S. government spending is efficient and sustainable, Standard & Poor's Ratings Services expects the U.S. dollar to continue to be the key international currency," it said. S&P said it views the U.S. dollar as the world's key currency for several reasons, all ultimately related to the firm's opinion regarding the U.S. economy's fundamental strength. The U.S. is the world's largest economy at market exchange rates, it noted, with 25% of 2009 global GDP -- slightly more than the next three largest national economies (Japan, Germany, and China) combined and still slightly greater than the entire Eurozone. Not only that, but prices are generally stable, S&P said, and the relative purchasing power of the dollar has been comparable to other currencies.  
Dollar primacy is singularly key to soft power hegemony

Kirshner 2008 (Jonathan, Department of Government, Cornell University; Dollar primacy and American power: What’s at stake; August; web.rollins.edu/~tlairson/seminar/dollarprime.pdfU BH)

The key currency role of the dollar also provides to the US not only  overt power via its enhanced autonomy and discretion, it increases the po-  litical inﬂuence and capacity of the US, via what has been called ‘structural  power ’. There are two distinct (if related) strands of thought on structural  power that are relevant here, one associated with Susan Strange and the  other with Albert Hirschman. Strange’s conception of structural power owes something to Woody  Allen; as with aspiring playwrights, for hegemons, 90% of structural power  is just showing up. Simply by its enormous size, a dominant state creates  the context in which political interactions take place – often without even  the intention of doing so. Thus, for example, any discussion of the inter-  national monetary system takes place in the context of dollar primacy. Of  course, structural power can also be quite purposeful, although it is ex-  pressed not by ‘relational’ power or coercion over speciﬁc outcomes, but  via agenda setting – ‘the power to decide how things shall be done, the  power to shape frameworks within which states relate to each other ’.25  The strand of structural power associated with Hirschman emphasizes  how the pattern of economic relations between states can transform the  calculation of political interest. States (and private actors within states)  that use the dollar (and especially those that hold their reserves in dollars)  develop a vested interest in the value and stability of the dollar. Once in  widespread use, the fate of the dollar becomes more than just America’s  problem – it becomes the problem off all dollar holders (to varying de-  grees from case to case). Even those that simply peg to the dollar as part  of a broader international economic strategy also have an interest in fu-  ture of the greenback even without signing on as ‘stakeholders’ the way  large holders of dollars have, advertantly or not, as they accumulate dollar  denominated assets.26  In the contemporary system, then, dollar primacy increases both the  ‘hard power ’ and the ‘soft power ’ of the US Regarding the former, Amer-  ica’s coercive capacity is enhanced by its greater autonomy to run deﬁcits  and to adopt policies that would otherwise elicit a countervailing market  reaction. As for the latter, the structural beneﬁts afforded 
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to the US can be  classiﬁed under Nye’s deﬁnition of ‘soft power ’ – getting others to want  what you want them to want. For Strange the weight of the dollar beneﬁts  the US by necessitating that relevant political arenas will be 

operate in such  a way that cannot but account for American interests. For Hirschman, the  US gains because participation in a dollar-based international monetary or-  der both shapes the perceived self-interests of states and of many private  actors within states, and also, more concretely, by creating stakeholders in  the fate of the dollar.  

Dollar strength key to Chinese economic stability

Karabell 2009 (“Why Beijing Wants a Strong Dollar,”; May 28 newyorktimes.com) 
But even if there were buyers, the issue is deeper than economics. China's investments in the U.S. are as much a political decision as an economic one. They represent the culmination of two decades of assiduous efforts on the part of the Chinese government and many U.S. companies to bind the two economies together. Until recent months, the common understanding of the relationship between China and the U.S. was that China produced cheap stuff that Americans bought. But that was always just one aspect of a much more intertwined relationship, one that entails significant growth for U.S. companies as they sell to Chinese consumers and provide support for China's industrial build-out. The Chinese government has actively tethered its economic and political stability to the U.S. To some degree, China's holdings prove the old adage: If a bank lends you $1 million, you've got a problem; but if a bank lends you $10 million, the bank has a problem. With so much invested in the U.S., China can no more tolerate a severe U.S. implosion than Americans can. Any action taken by China to imperil the economic stability of the U.S. would be an act of mutually-assured destruction. 
Chinese economic collapse ensures asian conflict - escalates

Plate 2003 (Tom, Professor at UCLA, The Straights Times, “Neo-cons a bigger risk to Bush than Chin,” 6-28-2003)

But imagine a China disintegrating- on its own, without neo-conservative or Central Intelligence Agency prompting, much less outright military invasion because the economy (against all predictions) suddenly collapses. That would knock Asia into chaos. A massive flood of refugees would head for Indonesia and other places with poor border controls, which don’t’ want them and cant handle them; some in Japan might lick their lips at the prospect of World War II revisited and look to annex a slice of China. That would send Singapore and Malaysia- once occupied by Japan- into nervous breakdowns. Meanwhile, India might make a grab for Tibet, and Pakistan for Kashmir. Then you can say hello to World War III, Asia style. That’s why wise policy encourages Chinese stability, security and economic growth – the very direction the White House now seems to prefer. 
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