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The Obama NSS will maintain current military engagement---but further withdrawals would undermine military power

Pletka 10 – Dianne Pletka, vice president for foreign and defense policy studies at the American Enterprise Institute, May 27, 2010, “Obama Must Match Rhetoric, Reality,” online: http://www.aei.org/article/102106

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton will roll out the Obama administration's National Security Strategy on Thursday.

President Barack Obama's own curtain raiser at West Point on Saturday previewed the document, and everyone and their maiden aunt has parsed it silly. Some like it--partly because it isn't about "pre-emption," partly because it doesn't justify the war in Iraq and partly because it emphasizes multilateralism.

But mostly, I suspect, they like it because Obama delivered it.

Without access to the full NSS, it isn't fair to pass judgment. The speech was a fine one, as speeches go. Most of President George W. Bush's speeches were fine, too. But it's the policy that matters.

My beef with Bush was that his speeches and his policies bore little relationship to one another. Turns out, Obama's not so different. 

Obama defines success in Iraq as "an Iraq that provides no haven to terrorists, a democratic Iraq that is sovereign and stable and self-reliant."

He has made clear in other statements, however, that he is not so interested in a "sovereign and stable" Iraq that he is prepared to breach his summer deadline for ending U.S. combat operations. Nor is the president so keen to amortize the sacrifices of our troops that he would contemplate a long-term partnership with Baghdad.

But even such limited, if worthy, goals are more than Obama's Afghanistan strategy offers up. The president said, "We will adapt, we will persist and I have no doubt that together with our Afghan and international partners, we will succeed in Afghanistan"-- but not if adapting, persisting and succeeding require substantial troops on the ground beyond July 2011.

For those of us afraid of U.S. retreat--particularly retreat rationalized by the failure of other countries to rally behind us (swimming with what Obama calls the "currents of cooperation")--the president counters himself with a rousing hurrah for strength at home and abroad.

Obama is right that a nation that is weak domestically cannot loom large on the world stage. But he is also the president who has slashed defense programs, opposed military pay increases and set in motion a national borrowing spree so overwhelming that debt service will top defense outlays in two years.

"At no time in human history," Obama said, "has a nation of diminished economic vitality maintained its military and political primacy." Bingo.

The soothing music of international harmony will clearly be a broad theme behind the new NSS. But the president confuses allies with international organizations and leadership with cooperation. Neither is a substitute for the other--and our allies are increasingly at odds with this administration.

Relations are strained with traditional friends in London, Paris and Berlin; and things aren't too hot with New Delhi, Tokyo or Seoul. Meanwhile, the pillars of the "international order" Obama seeks to build--the United Nations, the International Monetary Fund and the International Atomic Energy Commission, among others--have failed in epic fashion to address nuclear weapons in Iran and North Korea, genocide in Darfur, economic collapse in Europe and so on.

At West Point, the president said, "We've always had the foresight to avoid acting alone"--as if choosiness kept us from fighting the wars of the 20th century without allies.

But good taste doesn't forge alliances; leadership does. Sometimes leadership requires Washington to lead alone. One need not go as far as Bush to understand that we need a gear other than reverse when it comes to military engagement.
Military withdrawal destroys U.S. foreign policy credibility---that undermines the foundation of hegemony 

Tunç 8 – Hakan Tunç, Professor of Political Science at Carleton University, Fall 2008, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669

Reputation can be defined as a judgment about an actor’s past behavior and character that is used to predict future behavior. In international politics, a major component of building or maintaining a country’s reputation involves resolve.5 Policy makers may believe that a lack of resolve in one military confrontation will be seen as an indication of general weakness.6 According to Shiping Tang, this concern frequently amounts to ‘‘a cult of reputation’’ among foreign policy makers, which he defines as ‘‘a belief system holding as its central premise a conviction (or fear) that backing down in a crisis will lead one’s adversaries or allies to underestimate one’s resolve in the next crisis.’’7 Of particular importance to the cult of reputation is concern about the consequences of withdrawal from a theater of war. The major dictate of the cult of reputation is that a country should stand firm and refuse to withdraw from a theater of war. The underlying belief is that a withdrawal would inflict a severe blow to a country’s reputation and thus ‘‘embolden’’ the adversaries by boosting commitment and recruitment to their cause.8

Since the end of World War II, a cult of reputation has evolved among certain American policy makers who maintain that being a global power means being able to convey the image of strength and resolve.9 According to this perspective, a reputation for firmness and resoluteness deters adversaries and reassures allies about U.S. commitments. Conversely, being perceived as weak and irresolute encourages adversaries to be more aggressive and results in allies being less supportive.

This logic has had two general consequences for America’s use of force abroad: First, exhibiting resolve has been deemed necessary even in small and distant countries. This is because the mere perception of power generates tangible power, thereby reducing the need to use actual physical force against every adversary.10 In the 1950s and 1960s, this logic translated into military interventions in several places, notably in Korea and Vietnam, countries whose strategic value to the United States appeared questionable to some.11

Second, reputational concerns made it difficult for the United States to withdraw from a theater of war. The Vietnam War is the most prominent case, although the logic was also evident during the Korean conflict in the early 1950s.12 As is well-documented by historians, both the Lyndon Johnson and Richard Nixon administrations took reputation seriously and argued that leaving Vietnam without an ‘‘honorable’’ exit would seriously hurt U.S. credibility in the eyes of allies and adversaries alike. For both Johnson and Nixon, an ‘‘honorable’’ exit meant creating an autonomous South Vietnam (much like independent, anti-communist South Korea after the Korean war) that was recognized by all parties involved in the conflict, particularly by the North Vietnamese government. Such an outcome would vindicate U.S. sacrifices.13
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Decline in U.S. hegemony sparks nuclear wars in every key region---no viable replacement

Kagan 7 – Robert Kagan, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, August-September 2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Policy Review, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html

Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe.

The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying —  its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.

It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible.

Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War II would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe ’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war.

People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that ’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe.
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Decline in U.S. hegemony sparks nuclear wars in every key region---no viable replacement

Kagan 7 – Robert Kagan, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, August-September 2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Policy Review, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html

Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe.

The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying —  its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.

It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible.

Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War II would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe ’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war.

People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that ’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe.

The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world ’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States.

Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China ’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan.
In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene — even if it remained the world’s most powerful nation — could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore  to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe — if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” — this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances.
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It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, “offshore” role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more “even-handed” policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel ’s aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground.

The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn ’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn ’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again.

The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.

Uniqueness---Global Military Engagement 

U.S. global leadership is secure---military engagement’s won out over isolationism

Henriksen 9 – Thomas Henriksen, Senior Fellow at Stanford University’s Hoover Institution and the U.S. Joint Special Operations University, November 3, 2009, “America The Indispensable,” Forbes, online: http://www.forbes.com/2009/10/30/berlin-wall-09-anniversary-cold-war-nato-opinions-contributors-thomas-h-henriksen.html

For nearly a half-century, the United States stood as a rampart against the Soviet Union's subversion and expansionism as well as a beacon of hope to its subjects. In the post-Soviet epoch, it became the sole superpower and a bulwark of a different sort. Unlike past ascendant powers, the United States carved out no colonies, nor even spheres of influence in the aftermath of its nemesis' collapse, despite all the silly talk of an American empire.

Indeed, American taxpayers looked inward, demanded a "peace dividend" from decades of high defense spending, and rediscovered a host of internal ills from poor education in many of the nation's schools to pervasive drug abuse demanding attention from a Washington seemingly no longer distracted by the Red Army. The impulse for non-involvement beyond our shores runs deep in our history. America's respite from international problems was brief, however.

Instead of a diminished U.S. role, the post-Wall stretch has witnessed the expanded indispensability of American power and diplomacy. Without the prodigious U.S. economic capacity and military might, regional troublemakers and local conflicts would have gotten out of hand. An American-led coalition turned back Iraq's conquest of Kuwait. Washington's intervention stopped the turmoil in Haiti and the horrific atrocities in Bosnia and Kosovo during the 1990s, while Western Europe dithered. When Bill Clinton failed to lift a finger to staunch Rwanda's genocide, hundreds of thousands died in the Central African country, testifying to the need for U.S. engagement.

Desperate regimes no longer subject to the even loose leash of Moscow soon endangered regional peace. North Korea, Iraq, Iran, and Libya spread terrorism, embarked on nuclear arms and built longer-range missiles. They fiercely defied the much-ballyhooed global "flatness" of trade, information, and people flows alone to bring reconciliation among warring states, within ethnically split nations, and from extremist Islamic movements. 

For all its travails, the Iraq War ousted Saddam Hussein, whose invasions and terrorist promotion kept the Middle East in a state of high insecurity. The U.S.-led invasion of the Persian Gulf nation also convinced Libya to come clean on its manufacturing of weapons of mass destruction. Two rogue adversaries remain for the Barack Obama administration to deal with. It is a sure bet that if Washington fails to halt the nuclear-arming of Iran and North Korea, neither the United Nations nor any non-regional power will. 

The two-decade commemoration of the Berlin Wall's fall also marks another dramatic but less exhilarating world event of the same year. In June 1989, China's Communist Party crushed the student-orchestrated pro-democracy demonstrations in Tiananmen Square. Beijing's suppression of peaceful dissent ensured the party's political dominance, its formula for a state-controlled economy, and China's rise to global power. China's astounding export engine, thinly veiled military buildup, and aggressive pursuit of its calculated interests cannot but cause unease as America journeys on a more turbulent trajectory. Thus, 20 years ago, we witnessed the eclipse of one global rival and the advent of another possible competitor.

The years since the 9/11 terrorist attacks have been unkind to the United States, which stood at the pinnacle of its economic and military power when the Berlin Wall fell. Toppling the Taliban regime that hosted the terrorist-mastermind Osama bin Laden in Afghanistan and subduing a belligerent Iraq proved costly in blood and treasure. U.S. military power is still matchless in spite of the media's defeatism about the U.S. losing in the "graveyard of empires." At present, America's economic health is under siege.

The Obama administration's massive deficit spending poses severe risks to American power, which has acted to stabilize global affairs. Our surging government expenditures are propelling federal deficits to almost 98% of the nation's entire gross domestic product, imperiling productivity and burdening the budget for defense along with non-military expenditures with massive interest payments for our debts.

Unless our government abandons its profligate spending, future Berlin Wall anniversaries will mark a far different American standing than the current one. Arnold Toynbee, the renowned British historian, warned us when he noted that more civilizations perish from suicide than murder.

Uniqueness---NSS---Focus on Sustainability 

The new Obama NSS ensures sustainable U.S. power 

LAT 6-6 – Los Angeles Times, June 6, 2010, “Obama's National Security Strategy,” online: http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-oe-mcmanus-20100606,0,1433841.column

Now he has, in the recently released National Security Strategy, a lengthy essay required by Congress.

The short version — to save you from reading 52 pages of numbing generalities — is this: We still want to do a little bit of everything, but after almost a decade of war, we're overstretched and need to concentrate first on fixing the domestic economy. When it comes to problems overseas, we'll do what we can as long as it doesn't cost too much.

Unlike his predecessor, George W. Bush, President Obama's foreign policy isn't about pursuing one or two overriding goals — in Bush's case, defeating terrorism and spreading democracy. Instead, it's about what economists might call "sustainability," making sure we don't take on wars or other commitments that we can't afford. In an earlier generation, Walter Lippmann called this "solvency." It was essential, Lippmann believed, to bring "into balance, with a comfortable surplus of power in reserve, the nation's commitments and the nation's power."

Uniqueness---Troop Deployments Sustainable 

Troop deployments are fiscally and politically sustainable 

Kagan 7 – Robert Kagan, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, August-September 2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Policy Review, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html

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 

Uniqueness---AT: Iraq Withdrawal Triggers the Link 

Iraq withdrawal’s based on conditions on the ground---doesn’t trigger the link 

Tunç 8 – Hakan Tunç, Professor of Political Science at Carleton University, Fall 2008, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669

Second, reputational concerns are likely to affect the way in which U.S. forces will be drawn down from Iraq.48 Certainly, the pace and scope of drawdown will depend on developments in the military and political fronts in Iraq. In case it becomes clear in the short term that Al Qaeda affiliates in Iraq are defeated resolutely and the insurgency is debilitated, one should expect a somewhat accelerated drawdown of U.S. forces.49 In the meantime, one should also expect that that such a drawdown will be incremental and spread over a long period, at least partly to avoid the appearance of a quick retreat.

In this regard, the end of 2011 as the ‘‘time horizon,’’ reportedly agreed upon between the Iraqi government and the Bush administration for the gradual withdrawal of U.S. troops, presents an opportunity to overcome concerns about U.S. reputation. This time horizon is long enough for a gradual drawdown of U.S. troops and, thus, will prevent the jihadists from propagating U.S. irresolution. Moreover, the U.S.-Iraqi agreement will almost certainly include the reservation that the date of departure and level of U.S. forces be amended based upon conditions on the ground.

In the final analysis, at least partly due to reputational concerns, the next U.S. president may find it difficult to opt for a rapid and dramatic reduction of combat troops, particularly in the short term. It is likely that he will pay special attention to the argument that a speedy withdrawal from Iraq would confirm jihadists’ proclamations that America is irresolute. By adopting a 2011 time horizon, the next president can solve the reputation problem and the political, military, and economic costs associated with an open-ended commitment of U.S. troops in Iraq.

Link---Bases Key to Primacy---Conventional Deterrence 

Forward deployment’s the only way to make conventional deterrence credible---prevents adversaries from starting conflicts in the first place

Gerson 9 – Michael S. Gerson, Research analyst @ Center for Naval Analyses, a federally funded research center, where he focuses on deterrence, nuclear strategy, counterproliferation, and arms control, Autumn 2009, “Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age,” Parameters

Conventional deterrence also plays an important role in preventing nonnuclear aggression by nuclear-armed regimes. Regional nuclear proliferation may not only increase the chances for the use of nuclear weapons, but, equally important, the possibility of conventional aggression. The potential for conventional conflict under the shadow of mutual nuclear deterrence was a perennial concern throughout the Cold War, and that scenario is still relevant. A nuclear-armed adversary may be emboldened to use conventional force against US friends and allies, or to sponsor terrorism, in the belief that its nuclear capabilities give it an effective deterrent against US retaliation or intervention.15 For example, a regime might calculate that it could undertake conventional aggression against a neighbor and, after achieving a relatively quick victory, issue implicit or explicit nuclear threats in the expectation that the United States (and perhaps coalition partners) would choose not to get involved.

In this context, conventional deterrence can be an important mechanism to limit options for regional aggression below the nuclear threshold. By deploying robust conventional forces in and around the theater of potential conflict, the United States can credibly signal that it can respond to conventional aggression at the outset, and therefore the opponent cannot hope to simultaneously achieve a quick conventional victory and use nuclear threats to deter US involvement. Moreover, if the United States can convince an opponent that US forces will be engaged at the beginning of hostilities—and will therefore incur the human and financial costs of war from the start—it can help persuade opponents that the United States would be highly resolved to fight even in the face of nuclear threats because American blood and treasure would have already been expended.16 Similar to the Cold War, the deployment of conventional power in the region, combined with significant nuclear capabilities and escalation dominance, can help prevent regimes from believing that nuclear possession provides opportunities for conventional aggression and coercion.
Deterrence is only successful with forces already deployed in the region 

Gerson 9 – Michael S. Gerson, Research analyst @ Center for Naval Analyses, a federally funded research center, where he focuses on deterrence, nuclear strategy, counterproliferation, and arms control, Autumn 2009, “Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age,” Parameters

This article seeks to expand the current debate about the role and utility of conventional forces in US deterrence strategies by reexamining the traditional logic of conventional deterrence, which focuses on deterrence by denial, in the context of the modern international security environment. It is primarily concerned with the role of US conventional forces in extended deterrence, defined as the threat of force to protect allies and friends, rather than “central” or “homeland” deterrence.3 This focus on extended deterrence—and especially on the role of deterrence by denial in extended deterrence—highlights the central importance of protecting territory from attack and invasion. Historically, the desire for control over specific territory has been a frequent motivator of interstate crises and conflict. 4 While interstate conventional wars have significantly declined since the end of the Second World War, the potential for conflict over Taiwan or on the Korean Peninsula, the prospect of future clashes over control of scarce natural resources, and the 2008 war between Georgia and Russia attest to the continued possibility of conflict over specific territory that has important strategic, economic, political, religious, historical, or socio-cultural significance.

Consequently, this article examines how US conventional military power can be used to deter conventional aggression against friends and allies by threatening to deny an adversary its best chance of success on the battlefield—a surprise or short-notice attack with little or no engagement with American military forces. The ability to prevent an opponent from presenting the United States with a fait accompli—that is, from striking quickly and achieving victory before substantial US (and perhaps coalition) forces can be deployed to the theater—is a central component of modern conventional deterrence.

Link---Bases Key to Primacy/Resolve---General 

Basing and troop deployments are key to power projection 

Allen 10 – Michael A. Allen, Ph.D. Candidate in Political Science at SUNY-Binghamton, February 15, 2010, “Deploying Bases Abroad: An Empirical Assessment,” online: http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/3/1/3/6/9/p313697_index.html

Military basing in foreign countries is a fundamental component of military force projection for any power wishing to exercise influence outside of its immediate region. The use of foreign deployments by democracies has a historical legacy that dates back to the Delian league as the Athenian city-state expanded its influence via outposts throughout Ancient Greece and the tradition of extra-territorial basing continued through the Roman Empire (Finely, 1998; Luttwak, 1979). With each democratic power that has expanded its influence through deploying military assets abroad, accusations of imperialism were quickly established both during their time and in subsequent writings (Finely, 1998). These same accusations have been levied against the United States in popular press as the US currently holds the most extensive base deployment and coverage in world history. This manuscript attempts to find the determinants of base deployment to discern the primary driving forces behind the decision to establish a new base in a foreign country by the United States.

Link---Bases Key to Primacy/Resolve---Containment

Forward basing’s the only way to credibly contain rivals 

Allen 10 – Michael A. Allen, Ph.D. Candidate in Political Science at SUNY-Binghamton, February 15, 2010, “Deploying Bases Abroad: An Empirical Assessment,” online: http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/3/1/3/6/9/p313697_index.html

The analysis within the Harkavy books suggest one initial hypothesis that would normally act as a control variable in other studies: distance. Given that the rival for the United States during the Cold War was on the other side of a globe encourages the United States to deploy bases that are far from its own territory and closer to the Soviet Union. This impetus is also bolstered by the traditional borders of the United States containing two oceans and having its two neighbors be strong and stable allies during the Cold War. As such, we would expect the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: The further away a country is from the United States, the higher the likelihood the United States will deploy a base in its territory.

The proximity of a state to the United States is an attractive variable for defensive and offensive reasons. Defensively, it allows for the interception of forces prior to reaching the United States and force potential conflicts to remain distant. Offensively, it allows the United States to adequately project its military power into areas where conventional armies would normally require months to arrive. Having some semblance of a force already deployed within a distant region makes coercion in bargaining with other states more credible.
Link---Bases/Forward Deployment Key to Resolve 

Forward deployment is key to adversaries’ perception of U.S. resolve

Gerson 9 – Michael S. Gerson, Research analyst @ Center for Naval Analyses, a federally funded research center, where he focuses on deterrence, nuclear strategy, counterproliferation, and arms control, Autumn 2009, “Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age,” Parameters

In the future, the desire for relatively quick, low-cost victories may lead states that are considering conventional aggression against the United States to employ a “fait accompli” strategy.31 The purpose of this strategy is to rapidly achieve limited objectives, such as seizing a piece of territory, with little or no military engagement. A fait accompli strategy hinges on strategic surprise; the goal is to attack swiftly and achieve victory before the United States has time to mobilize and deploy forces.32 Following the accomplishment of limited objectives, the adversary may switch to a defensive posture designed to repel any counterattack. By striking quickly and then exercising a defensive posture, the adversary hopes to deter or complicate US attempts to reverse any gains or restore the status quo.33

The fait accompli strategy—and, more generally, military planning for rapid victory—is an important component of strategic thinking in several nations. China’s concept of “Local Wars under Modern High-Technology Conditions” envisions localized, short-duration, and high-intensity conflicts using technologically advanced weapons for both symmetric and asymmetric combat, including cyber, space, and information warfare.34 According to some analysts, China’s military strategy for its Taiwan contingency approximates a fait accompli-type strategy. China would attempt to rapidly defeat, or at least incapacitate, Taiwan, perhaps through a massive conventional missile strike, thereby forcing Taiwan to capitulate before US forces could arrive.35 Similarly, according to a high-ranking North Korean defector in 1997, Kim Jong-il apparently believed that he could achieve a quick victory against South Korea by launching a massive missile strike against Seoul, while at the same time forestalling US intervention by threatening missile attacks on Japan.36

As a result, conventional deterrence puts a premium on forward-deployed combat power, as well as forcible entry, force sustainment and re inforcement capabilities, and regional base access. Compared to deterrence by punishment, which relies primarily on precision-strike capabilities, deterrence by denial involves a number of complicated logistical issues that impact an adversary’s calculations regarding success. With deterrence by denial, not only might an adversary question America’s political willpower but, equally important, it could question whether the United States is capable of responding, and, if so, how quickly. These types of calculations will be especially important for states hoping to achieve a fait accompli, since this strategy is predicated on the ability to accomplish objectives before substantial US forces can arrive.

Rapid-response and force sustainment may present increasingly complex challenges in the coming decades, as current and potential adversaries develop both symmetric and asymmetric means to counter US power projection. China, for example, is developing a range of anti-access and area-denial capabilities intended to diminish the capacity of extra-regional nations to deploy, operate, and sustain forces in its geographical region. 37 The ability, whether real or perceived, to prevent or weaken US power projection capability and operational effectiveness can undermine deterrence efforts. Consequently, the credibility of conventional deterrence— and execution of the threat if deterrence fails—requires convincing potential aggressors that the United States can and will rapidly respond to aggression against its global interests, and that there is nothing the regime can do to prevent or hinder the response.

Link---Bases Key to Resolve---Trip-Wire 

Forward-basing creates a tripwire effect that’s key to signal U.S. resolve in defending allies 

Allen 10 – Michael A. Allen, Ph.D. Candidate in Political Science at SUNY-Binghamton, February 15, 2010, “Deploying Bases Abroad: An Empirical Assessment,” online: http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/3/1/3/6/9/p313697_index.html

To begin to capture economic concerns of US military base expansion that has been articulated in both academic as well as radical circles, the paper expects two relationships to occur within the data. First, increasing levels of bilateral trade between the United States and the target country should make a base deployment more likely. Calder (2007) makes a convincing argument that military bases in a foreign state help to secure the terms of trade as the likelihood of conflict decreases. It is unlikely that a country with a deployed, foreign military would go to war with the country that maintains troops within its territory. Additionally, it makes the occupied country more secure in an alliance as the deployed troops will be forced into conflict if it the target country gets attacked. These forces overcome the traditional security dilemma that could otherwise make for a short shadow of the future and, therefore, bases may become a guarantee of protection for an established trading relationship (Jervis, 1978; Gowa, 1989a; Gowa, 1989b):

Hypothesis 3: Increasing levels of bilateral trade with the United States should lead to an increase likelihood of foreign base deployment in the target state.

Link---Withdrawal/Appeasement---General 

De-emphasizing military force undermines global U.S. credibility

Henriksen 99 – Thomas H. Henriksen, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, senior fellow at the U.S. Joint Special Operations University, February 1999, “Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States,” Hoover Essays in Public Policy, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/epp/2846256.html?show=essay

The Clinton administration, in contrast, severed the nexus between power and diplomacy in dealing with rogue states, with a resulting decline in U.S. credibility. Its mishandling of crises in Iraq, North Korea, and the Balkans furnishes ample negative lessons for diplomatic relations with rogue governments. Rather than build public support for a respected overseas policy, the poll-driven Clinton White House pursued the lines of least resistance. It avoided shaping international policy among a disinterested electorate, devoted episodic attention to rogue transgressions, and repeatedly vacillated on the use of military force to achieve its diplomatic ends. Rogues played off American predilections for their own goals, leaving Washington appearing incoherent, hesitant, and ineffectual.

The link threshold is low---blinking undermines U.S. credibility and security  

Hanson 5 – Victor Davis Hanson, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford, March 11, 2005, The National Review, online: http://www.nationalreview.com/hanson/hanson200503110746.asp

Every time the United States the last quarter century had acted boldly — its removal of Noriega and aid for the Contras, instantaneous support for a reunified Germany, extension of NATO, preference for Yeltsin instead of Gorbachev, Gulf War I, bombing of Milosevic, support for Sharon's fence, withdrawal from Gaza and decapitation of the Hamas killer elite, taking out the Taliban and Saddam-good things have ensued. In contrast, on every occasion that we have temporized — abject withdrawal from Lebanon, appeasement of Arafat at Oslo, a decade of inaction in the Balkans, paralysis in Rwanda, sloth in the face of terrorist attacks, not going to Baghdad in 1991 — corpses pile up and the United States became either less secure or less respected or both. 
So it is also in this present war, in which our unheralded successes far outweigh our notorious mistakes. A number of books right now in galleys are going to look very, very silly, as they forecast American defeat, a failed Middle East, and the wages of not listening to their far smarter recommendations of using the U.N. more, listening to Europe, or bringing back the Clinton A-Team. 

America's daring, not its support for the familiar — but ultimately unstable and corrupt — status quo, explains why less than three years after September 11, the Middle East is a world away from where it was on the first day of the war. And that is a very good thing indeed.

Link---Afghanistan Withdrawal 

Troop withdrawal erases the perception of resolve created  by the surge---emboldens enemies globally 

Boot 9 – Max Boot, Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, December 7, 2009, “Pro & Con: Is Obama’s troop surge the right policy in Afghanistan?,” The Atlanta Journal-Constitution, online: http://www.ajc.com/opinion/pro-s-troop-surge-230980.html

Obama’s decision to send 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan changes the equation. The first reinforcements will be Marines headed for Helmand — and a likely showdown in Marjah. There will be hard fighting ahead, just as there was last summer when Marines entered Nawa and other Taliban strongholds. But with enough resources and enough patience, there is little doubt that American troops and their Afghan allies will be able to secure key areas of southern Afghanistan that have slipped out of the government’s grasp.

The questions that remain unanswered after the president’s West Point address: Will the troops have the time and resources needed to win? “Win” is a word that Obama avoided. He cited his long-standing goal of “disrupting, dismantling and defeating al-Qaida and its extremist allies,” but he spoke merely of his desire to “break the Taliban’s momentum” rather than defeat it altogether.

Nor did he endorse nation-building, even though the only way that Afghanistan will ever be secure is if we build a state capable of policing its own territory.

The most problematic part of Obama’s policy is his pledge to begin a withdrawal in July 2011. Getting 30,000 troops into Afghanistan is a difficult logistical challenge. It will be a major achievement if all of them are in place by July 2010. That will give them only a year to reverse many years of Taliban gains before their own numbers start to dwindle. That may or may not be sufficient. The “surge” in Iraq had a big impact within a year, but the United States had made a much bigger commitment to Iraq pre-surge than it has in Afghanistan.

The good part of the deadline is that it presumably means we will be spared another agonizing White House review for at least another year. That’s no small thing, given that Obama first unveiled an Afghan strategy on March 27, and less than six months later launched another drawn-out reappraisal.

The worrisome part of the deadline is that it may signal a lack of resolve that emboldens our enemies.

But for all the problems of the West Point address, the policy he announced is sound. It is essentially the strategy that Army Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal and his team of advisers developed this summer for a comprehensive counterinsurgency — yet another word Obama avoided, oddly enough. The president isn’t providing quite as many troops as McChrystal would like, but, counting allies’ contributions, there probably will be enough to secure key population centers.

Withdrawal creates a global perception of U.S. weakness that inspires militants 

Javed 10 – Mashaal Javed, reporter for the Pakistan Spectator, May 9, 2010, “US Withdrawal and Its Implications,” The Pakistan Spectator, online: http://www.pakspectator.com/us-withdrawal-and-its-implications/

The apprehensions on the withdrawal are many. The most important geopolitical repercussion of the withdrawal being cited would be the perception that America stands defeated in the long drawn Afghan war. The others include the perception that the withdrawal will lead to the Taliban returning to power in Afghanistan, the Taliban allowing al-Qaeda renewed access to the country, and al-Qaeda making use of Afghanistan to successfully attack the West again.

The withdrawal will have its implications on Pakistan too and as such, it must prepare itself to confront all challenges emerging out of the event and exert its weight in stabilizing the situation in Afghanistan. This will be all the more difficult as other countries like India and Iran will ,also be vying to get some stakes in Afghanistan upon withdrawal of foreign forces from there. Some of the scenarios that might develop out of the situation then would be discussed hereafter in this article.

The Northern Alliance would continue to be supported by Russia, India and Iran in the post withdrawal Afghanistan. The Pashtuns who ruled Afghanistan for over 200 years, having been denied their due right in the Afghan polity under US occupation, would resist the dominance of the Northern Alliance with the tacit support of its war time friends for Kabul that may result in further blood shed. Pakistan may again face the burden of the refugees and a destabilized Afghanistan yet again which would be detrimental to its overall security.

Since there exists a lot of disparity within the Afghan society, the afghan strife will continue that may lead to formation of fresh alliances between the various Afghan factions to develop some equilibrium which resultantly prolong instability in Afghanistan. The interim period would be exploited by India to cement its foot hold in Afghan affairs much to the detriment of Pakistan’s interests.

The withdrawal may also encourage fundamentalists and extremists world over who may be inspired by the resilience of Afghans and their success in forcing foreign military powers out of their lands and as such adopt as means of achieving victories.

Withdrawal is a military disaster---signals weakness globally 
Carter 10 – Sara A. Carter, National Security Correspondent for the San Francisco Examiner, May 4, 2010, “U.S. military growing concerned with Obama's Afghan policy,” online: http://www.sfexaminer.com/world/U_S_-military-growing-concerned-with-Obama_s-Afghan-policy-92723004.html

Retired Army Reserve Maj. Gen. Timothy Haake, who served with the Special Forces, said, "If you're a commander of Taliban forces, you would use the withdrawal date to rally your troops, saying we may be suffering now but wait 15 months when we'll have less enemy to fight."
Haake added, "It plays into ... our enemies' hands and what they think about us that Americans don't have the staying power, the stomach, that's required in this type of situation. It's just the wrong thing to do. No military commander would sanction, support or announce a withdrawal date while hostilities are occurring."
A former top-ranking Defense Department official also saw the policy as misguided.

"Setting a deadline to get out may have been politically expedient, but it is a military disaster," he said. "It's as bad as [former U.S. Secretary of State] Dean Acheson signaling the Communists that we wouldn't defend South Korea before the North Korean invasion."

The former defense official said the Obama administration's policy can't work. "It is the kind of war that is best fought with a small number of elite troops, not tens of thousands trying to continually take villages, leave, then take them again," he added.

NATO commander Gen. Stanley McChrystal's rules of engagement, which emphasize protecting civilian lives, even if that means putting troops at greater risk, are adding to the anxiety of troops in Afghanistan. That strategy is contradicted by a policy that sets an early withdrawal date, said some soldiers with combat experience in Afghanistan.

"I think McChrystal's strategy is probably right, it is just not the strategy I want to fight under," said one officer who recently returned from a combat tour in the Helmand province of Afghanistan.

A Pentagon spokesman declined comment on Afghan policy.

President Obama announced his plan in December to begin withdrawing U.S. troops from Afghanistan by July 2011.

According to Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, the withdrawal date set by Obama is only the beginning of a drawdown, marking the time when U.S. and its foreign allies begin to turn over more security to Afghan security forces. Gates recently told members of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, "It will be the beginning of a process, an inflection point, if you will, of transition for Afghan forces as they begin to assume greater responsibility for security."

However, a foreign military official currently training Afghan security forces in Afghanistan told the Washington Examiner that "Afghan forces are far from being capable of taking over security themselves, and it may take a lifetime to get them where they need to be because corruption is so prevalent in the system."

For the troops on the ground, it's a subject that keeps them awake at night, "wondering if what we're fighting for will mean something in the end and did all the people who've made the ultimate sacrifice die for something," said one U.S. troop stationed in southern Afghanistan.

"I don't want to speak out against my commander in chief but we're out here everyday fighting against an enemy that wants to kill our way of life," the U.S. troop said in correspondence with the Examiner. "At least that's what we've been told and now we've given the Taliban and al Qaeda hope that we'll be walking out of here. I just don't understand why he would've done that."

Another U.S. soldier stationed in Afghanistan said that "making the announcement of a withdrawal date was a signal of defeat."

Link---Afghanistan Withdrawal 

Afghanistan withdrawal sends a global signal of U.S. weakness---inspires power competition 

Weinstein 4 - Michael Weinstein, 11/12/2004, Power and Interest News Report, p. http://www.pinr.com/report.php?ac=view_printable&report_id=235&language_id=1

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

Military presence in Afghanistan’s key to tangible U.S. hegemony globally

CPD 9 – Campaign for Peace & Democracy, co-directors Joanne Landy &  Thomas Harrison, October 2009, “We Call for the United States to End Its Wars in Afghanistan and Pakistan!,” online: http://www.cpdweb.org/stmts/1014/stmt.shtml

U.S. actions in Afghanistan and Pakistan take place in the context of a global military system much more massive and far-flung than most Americans realize. Officially, over 190,000 troops and 115,000 civilian employees are stationed in approximately 900 military facilities in 46 countries and territories -- and the actual numbers are far greater. U.S. military spending of more than $600 billion a year, in the words of Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, “adds up to about what the entire rest of the world combined spends on defense.”

The invasion and occupation of Afghanistan have been part of a comprehensive effort to assert U.S. strategic power and credibility, in the Central and South Asian region and globally -- the power to control energy supplies, to overawe rivals, to intervene wherever Washington deems necessary, and to engage other countries in U.S. power projection. Since 2001, the United States has established 19 new bases in Afghanistan and neighboring countries, inserting a military presence into an area that Russia and China also seek to influence.

Withdrawal destroys U.S. credibility 

Wisner 3 - Frank Wisner, co-chair of the Independent Study Group Report on Afghanistan, 6/23/2003, p. 

http://www.cfr.org/publication.html?id=6069

The Afghanistan report says that the United States should lend more support to Karzai’s transitional government and that more vigorous military, diplomatic, and economic measures are needed to bolster the government’s hand. Can these proposals be implemented? These are proposals that the United States can, but more importantly, must accomplish. If Afghanistan goes badly, if the Karzai regime fails, if the constitutional preparations don’t go forward, if the elections are not held in 2004, it is a huge black eye for the United States. Moreover, if the country re-descends into anarchy and drug [production], we will pay a major price. What price? It will be measured in terms of our credibility as a peacekeeper in a very troubled age, our ability to build coalitions in the war against terror, our ability to act as a force for stability and a mobilizer of sympathetic international attention. It’s going to be a major setback for NATO, if [the peacekeeping mission, which NATO will assume command of in August,] fails. [U.S.] failure in Afghanistan will mean it will be even harder to exit Iraq because the United States will be stalked by the ghost of failure in Afghanistan. And [Afghanistan’s] descent into chaos would mean real questions of stability in a troubled region; failure in Afghanistan is going to mean an outbreak of unsettling rivalries that will affect the United States.

Link---Afghanistan Withdrawal---Power Vacuum 

Withdrawal causes power competition between Russia, China, Pakistan and Iran---destroys stability

Rubin 10 – Michael Rubin, Resident Scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, March 8, 2010, “The Afghanistan Withdrawal: Why Obama Was Wrong to Insist on a Deadline ,” online: http://www.aei.org/article/101753

Pakistan, Russia, Iran, and even China are willing to move in at Karzai's invitation and fill any vacuum the U.S. leaves behind. I'm not as sanguine as Schlesinger that any of Afghanistan's neighbors would ever involve themselves positively from a standpoint of U.S. national interests.

Pakistani behavior has already changed for the worse as a result of Obama's deadline. Some analysts on Pakistani television pointed out how Obama's deadline would embolden the Taliban, while others said, at the very least, the July 2011 benchmark would lead policymakers to base decisions on an artificial deadline rather than on-the-ground reality. 

While Pakistani authorities had previously been reluctant to approach the Taliban, after Obama announced the finite U.S. commitment, Pakistan's Army Chief of Staff, General Ashfaq Parvez Kayani, offered to mediate directly with the Taliban. According to The New York Times, "Pakistani officials familiar with General Kayani's thinking said that even as the United States adds troops to Afghanistan, he has determined that the Americans are looking for a fast exit."

U.S. withdrawal draws in India, Pakistan and Iran

Javed 10 – Mashaal Javed, reporter for the Pakistan Spectator, May 9, 2010, “US Withdrawal and Its Implications,” The Pakistan Spectator, online: http://www.pakspectator.com/us-withdrawal-and-its-implications/

The withdrawal will have its implications on Pakistan too and as such, it must prepare itself to confront all challenges emerging out of the event and exert its weight in stabilizing the situation in Afghanistan. This will be all the more difficult as other countries like India and Iran will ,also be vying to get some stakes in Afghanistan upon withdrawal of foreign forces from there. Some of the scenarios that might develop out of the situation then would be discussed hereafter in this article.

The Northern Alliance would continue to be supported by Russia, India and Iran in the post withdrawal Afghanistan. The Pashtuns who ruled Afghanistan for over 200 years, having been denied their due right in the Afghan polity under US occupation, would resist the dominance of the Northern Alliance with the tacit support of its war time friends for Kabul that may result in further blood shed. Pakistan may again face the burden of the refugees and a destabilized Afghanistan yet again which would be detrimental to its overall security.

Since there exists a lot of disparity within the Afghan society, the afghan strife will continue that may lead to formation of fresh alliances between the various Afghan factions to develop some equilibrium which resultantly prolong instability in Afghanistan. The interim period would be exploited by India to cement its foot hold in Afghan affairs much to the detriment of Pakistan’s interests.

Link---Afghanistan---2NC Counterinsurgency DA 

Troop withdrawal from Afghanistan devastates similar U.S. counterinsurgency strategies globally

Henriksen 9 – Thomas Henriksen, Senior Fellow at Stanford University’s Hoover Institution and the U.S. Joint Special Operations University, November 3, 2009, “As goes Afghanistan ...,” The National Post, online: http://network.nationalpost.com/np/blogs/fullcomment/archive/2009/11/03/thomas-henriksen-as-goes-afghanistan.aspx 

The outcome of the Afghanistan strategy debate within Barack Obama’s administration will carry deep consequences for the fight against terrorist-based insurgencies around the world. The current U.S. counterinsurgency efforts in the Central Asian country is similar to anti-insurgent campaigns elsewhere. What impacts one, therefore, is likely to affect others. If President Obama abandons counterinsurgency in Afghanistan, it will be difficult for it to be applied elsewhere despite many successes.       

Army General Stanley McChrystal, the overall U.S. and NATO commander, requested 40,000 additional American troops to conduct a population-centric counterinsurgency campaign. Although the McChrystal counterinsurgency strategy is rooted in specific cases in U.S. military history, its most recent success came late in the Iraq War. After the 2003 invasion to topple Saddam Hussein, the Persian Gulf country exploded in a paroxysm of violence against the U.S. and its coalition partners. America’s initial “train and transition” response failed to train enough effective Iraq soldiers and police to countenance an orderly departure as the insurgency raged. Instead, Marine and Army units in the field turned to “hearts and minds” tactics to win over local towns and tribes to reduce the number of their foes. Befriending the Sunni tribal leaders combined with a surge of 28,500 combat troops in early 2007 defeated the local al-Qaeda affiliate and turned the tide toward a decidedly less bloody Iraq, paving the way for the current U.S. military withdrawal from that country.       

Lifting a page from the Iraq counterinsurgency campaign, Gen. McChrystal is implementing what has come to be regarded as a classical counterinsurgency. His plans entail protecting the local Afghans from Taliban terrorism, expanding Afghanistan’s army and police, and providing modest economic development and jobs to villagers so they will provide intelligence and recruits for the security forces, and take up a better life without the Taliban.  

The global stakes could not be higher in the forthcoming decision by the administration about the future course of action in Afghanistan. If Washington ditches its counterinsurgency course here, it will deliver a blow to similar U.S. and Western counterinsurgency doctrines worldwide. Counterinsurgency tactics have been successful in keeping the lid on budding low-intensity conflicts around the world. Compared to conventional wars they are low-budget and low- or no-U.S. casualty affairs. The U.S. supplies training, equipment, arms, guidance and financial support. But indigenous forces take the lead in combating terrorists and insurgents and in creating better societies with less neglect of marginalized groups who often provide recruits for terrorism. Allowing the domestic security forces to take the credit, U.S. special operations forces help in refurbishing mosques, building schools, digging wells and staffing medical and veterinary clinics.

Impacts---

Philippines---U.S. counter-insurgency’s key to stability and stop terrorism there 

Henriksen 9 – Thomas Henriksen, Senior Fellow at Stanford University’s Hoover Institution and the U.S. Joint Special Operations University, November 3, 2009, “As goes Afghanistan ...,” The National Post, online: http://network.nationalpost.com/np/blogs/fullcomment/archive/2009/11/03/thomas-henriksen-as-goes-afghanistan.aspx 

Currently, the United States has about 600 Special Operations Forces in the Mindanao, a southern island in the Philippine archipelago. These troops and others assist the Armed Forces of the Philippines in combatting Abu Sayyaf, a terrorist movement founded, in part, by Osama bin Laden’s brother-in-law and the Moro Islamic Liberation Front, a violent separatist group. Over the past near-decade, Washington has also provided some $500-million in aid to Manila for reconstruction projects in southern islands. Without the American military and financial help, the radical movements would have carved out sanctuaries, breeding terrorists to threaten the United States.  

And Africa 

Henriksen 9 – Thomas Henriksen, Senior Fellow at Stanford University’s Hoover Institution and the U.S. Joint Special Operations University, November 3, 2009, “As goes Afghanistan ...,” The National Post, online: http://network.nationalpost.com/np/blogs/fullcomment/archive/2009/11/03/thomas-henriksen-as-goes-afghanistan.aspx 

On the other side of the globe in the Horn of Africa, the Pentagon stood up a command structure just after the 9/11 terrorist attacks. Operating out of a former French military post in Djibouti, some 1,800 U.S. troops conduct lethal attacks on such wanted terrorists as Saleh Ali Saleh Nabhan, who was killed by helicopter-borne missiles in Somalia last month. Nabhan had headed an al-Qaeda-affiliated cell, which struck a resort in Mombasa, Kenya, in 2002. Gaining intelligence from local sources, the U.S. killed Nabhan and several other militants in an attack that avoided civilian deaths. But American forces also perform much non-lethal work in Kenya, Uganda, Tanzania and Djibouti to pre-empt insurgencies from developing.  

It’s key to counter-terrorism in Pakistan and Yemen 

Henriksen 9 – Thomas Henriksen, Senior Fellow at Stanford University’s Hoover Institution and the U.S. Joint Special Operations University, November 3, 2009, “As goes Afghanistan ...,” The National Post, online: http://network.nationalpost.com/np/blogs/fullcomment/archive/2009/11/03/thomas-henriksen-as-goes-afghanistan.aspx 

Across the Gulf of Aden, U.S. special forces are training Yemen’s troops in counterinsurgency tactics to arrest a spreading insurgency in the country’s northern belt along the border with Saudi Arabia. In Pakistan, American forces are engaged in training missions to help the Pakistani military confront a series of Taliban insurgent movements in the nation’s northern zones. In these countries, as well as others, the Pentagon has deployed small U.S. units to train local armies in counterinsurgency techniques similar to those being instituted in Afghanistan.  

Link---Afghanistan---2NC Counterinsurgency DA 

All these counterinsurgency missions would be undercut by withdrawal from Afghanistan 

Henriksen 9 – Thomas Henriksen, Senior Fellow at Stanford University’s Hoover Institution and the U.S. Joint Special Operations University, November 3, 2009, “As goes Afghanistan ...,” The National Post, online: http://network.nationalpost.com/np/blogs/fullcomment/archive/2009/11/03/thomas-henriksen-as-goes-afghanistan.aspx 

The units’ success is due to skill and the low-visibility of their presence. They also demonstrate that the McChrystal strategy will work, once enough troops are in place to reduce the rural violence allowing the non-lethal efforts to take root. Pulling the rug out from the U.S. counterinsurgency in Afghanistan would, in time, lead to the jettisoning of similar anti-insurgent programs. Since al-Qaeda and its franchises have already pledged to open new safe havens or “fronts” in remote regions to defeat the United States, we need effective counter-measures to prevent or defeat such a stratagem. Al-Qaeda was beaten in Iraq, which it declared the central front against America in 2006, by similar counterinsurgency tactics to those being pressed in Afghanistan. By backing a winning counterinsurgency in Afghanistan, the United States will go a long way in defeating militant insurgents around the world.     

Link---Afghanistan---AT: Withdrawal Now/Inevitable 

The current withdrawal strategy doesn’t trigger the link---Obama was careful not to commit to premature withdrawal 

Rubin 10 – Michael Rubin, Resident Scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, March 8, 2010, “The Afghanistan Withdrawal: Why Obama Was Wrong to Insist on a Deadline ,” online: http://www.aei.org/article/101753

It is true, as Schlesinger points out, that Obama did not set a date for the completion of the withdrawal, but he signaled its finite nature. And herein lays the problem. The reason Obama spoke of a deadline was not to pressure Afghanistan President Hamid Karzai but rather to assuage constituencies in the United States increasingly wary of open-ended U.S. involvement in the country. But in the Middle East and South Asia, perception matters far more than reality.

Diplomatic affairs expert Omar Sharifi, speaking on Afghan television, declared, "Today the Afghans unfortunately lost the game and failed to get a long-term commitment from the international community." Likewise, Afghan political analyst Ahmad Sayedi observed, "When the USA sets a timeline of 18 months for troop withdraw, this by itself boosts the morale of the opponents and makes them less likely to take any step towards reconciliation."
It is absolutely correct to say that Obama did not say that all--or even a significant fraction--of U.S. troops would withdraw in July 2011, but this is what was heard not only by U.S. allies and adversaries in Afghanistan but also by the governments and media in regional states such as Pakistan, Iran, and even Russia.

Indeed, it appears Obama's advisors recognized their error and scrambled to clarify. Speaking on Meet the Press, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton declared, "We're not talking about an exit strategy or a drop-dead deadline." On December 3, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates said the withdrawal would "probably" take two to three years but that "there are no deadlines in terms of when our troops will all be out." He made an unannounced visit to Kabul to underline his message. Sayed Masud, a lecturer at Kabul University, spoke of how Obama's announcement "was a big mistake" that had weakened the morale of Afghan forces, which until then had been on the upswing.

Link---Iraq Withdrawal 

Early withdrawal from Iraq would devastate U.S. credibility and leadership

Tunç 8 – Hakan Tunç, Professor of Political Science at Carleton University, Fall 2008, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669

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

Iraq’s the central conflict for U.S. credibility and resolve---withdrawal would be a massive propaganda coup for militant Islamists 

Tunç 8 – Hakan Tunç, Professor of Political Science at Carleton University, Fall 2008, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669

It is not surprising, then, that depicting the United States as weak and irresolute has become crucial evidence for those opposing Iraq withdrawal on reputational grounds. The argument’s proponents repeatedly point out that a quick withdrawal from Iraq would confirm bin Laden’s claim about U.S. irresolution. For President Bush, if the United States abandons Iraq, ‘‘the terrorists would be emboldened, and use their victory to gain new recruits.’’25 Vice President Cheney asserted that ‘‘absolutely the worst possible thing we could do at this point would be to validate and encourage the terrorists by doing exactly what they want us to do, which is to leave [Iraq].’’26 According to a former aide in the Bush White House, the claim that America is a ‘‘‘weak horse’ that runs when bloodied ‘will be right’ if the United States does not bring a decent outcome in Iraq.’’27 A widely-read conservative observer notes that ‘‘To drive the United States out of Iraq would be a huge victory for the terrorists, attracting both recruits and support from around the world.’’28

The forcefulness of the reputational argument also depends on how important a particular battlefield or theater of war is in the eyes of America’s adversaries. If adversaries believe a particular battlefield constitutes the major front in a larger conflict, then the reputational argument is strengthened. Conversely, if a military conflict is understood to be peripheral to a larger strategic conflict, then the reputation stakes are relatively low.

In this regard, the contrast between the Vietnam War and Iraq is again striking. Neither the United States, the Soviet Union nor China saw Vietnam, or Indochina for that matter, as the central front in the Cold War. For all three powers, Vietnam was considered peripheral to the larger conflict whose main front was in Europe. Neither the Soviet nor Chinese leadership suggested that Vietnam was pivotal in the Cold War. In fact, Moscow and Beijing from the late 1960s onward did not perceive any great advantage to themselves as a result of a humiliating U.S. defeat in Vietnam. Moreover, Washington wished to see a quick end to the conflict through a negotiated settlement.29 Even though Nixon and Kissinger believed that an honorable exit from Vietnam was important, they ‘‘shared the conviction that Vietnam was an irritant that needed to be removed by any means necessary.’’30At present, proponents of the reputational argument, in particular, Bush administration officials, argue that Iraq is the central front for the United States in the larger conflict with radical Islamists. This greatly raises the stakes for U.S. reputation.31 Given the centrality of Iraq, advocates of the reputational argument contend an American withdrawal would embolden jihadists to an extent even greater than previous U.S. departures, such as Beirut and Somalia. Jihadists will certainly liken an American withdrawal from Iraq under fire to the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan in 1988. Consequently, their determination to defeat the United States will harden.
Once again, the jihadists’ rhetoric and actions provide sufficient evidence for the reputational argument proponents to claim that ‘‘Al Qaeda does not think Iraq is a distraction from their war against us. Al Qaeda believes Iraq is the central front – and it is.’’32 Indeed, both bin Laden and Zawahiri regard Iraq now as being the front line of the Islamic militant battle against the West. For instance, Osama bin Laden noted in 2006: ‘‘the war [in Iraq] is for you or for us to win. If we win it, it means your defeat and disgrace forever as the wind blows in this direction with God’s help.’’33 In another statement, bin Laden announced: ‘‘The whole world is watching this war and the two adversaries. It’s either victory and glory, or misery and humiliation.’’34 In his letter to Abu Musab al-Zarqawi in late 2005, bin Laden’s deputy Zawahiri also emphasized that Iraq had become ‘‘the place for the greatest battle of Islam in this era.’’35 The fact that Iraq had attracted thousands of jihadists from other Muslim countries attests to the importance of Iraq as the central front in the global war on terror.36

Link---Iraq Withdrawal 

Iraq withdrawal would confirm AQ propaganda about U.S. resolve---they’d take it as a massive victory 

Tunç 8 – Hakan Tunç, Professor of Political Science at Carleton University, Fall 2008, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669

Based on statements of Al Qaeda leaders and other jihadists, the opponents of a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq today can forcefully argue that there is a need to maintain a substantial level of troops in Iraq to deny radical Islam militants confirmatory evidence about American irresolution. This does not mean that the reputational argument is necessarily correct. Ultimately, the extent to which perceptions about U.S. irresolution motivate jihadists cannot be verified. Then again, the jihadist rhetoric about the ‘‘paperness’’ of U.S. power and Iraq’s centrality makes it extremely difficult to discredit the argument.

Given the unprecedented nature of evidential support for the argument as well as American policy makers’ preoccupation with reputation, any future administration will find it difficult to extricate the United States from Iraq without some semblance of victory that would minimize reputational costs. Two policy implications follow from this conclusion: First, the United States is likely to maintain significant troop levels in Iraq until the jihadists are clearly defeated and their organization is fully dismantled. The surge has succeeded in putting Al Qaeda in Iraq in disarray and resulted in the organization’s ‘‘near strategic defeat,’’ according to The Washington Post. That being said, AQI is still capable of conducting attacks against Iraqi and American forces. As a result, while the number of U.S. combat troops will inevitably decline either due to pressure from the Iraqi government and/or to the inclination of the next U.S. administration, the role of the U.S. military fighting Al Qaeda will not cease in the coming years.

Second, reputational concerns are likely to affect the way in which U.S. forces will be drawn down from Iraq.48 Certainly, the pace and scope of drawdown will depend on developments in the military and political fronts in Iraq. In case it becomes clear in the short term that Al Qaeda affiliates in Iraq are defeated resolutely and the insurgency is debilitated, one should expect a somewhat accelerated drawdown of U.S. forces.49 In the meantime, one should also expect that that such a drawdown will be incremental and spread over a long period, at least partly to avoid the appearance of a quick retreat.
No turns---the countries that would perceive the plan positively are all allies---adversaries would perceive weakness 

Tunç 8 – Hakan Tunç, Professor of Political Science at Carleton University, Fall 2008, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669

While the reputational argument is weak concerning allied perceptions about a U.S. exit from Iraq, it is much stronger when applied to the adversary’s perceptions. Hence, adherents of reputational argument put much stronger emphasis on the latter. This is for a reason. In contrast to the Vietnam War, the proponents of the reputational argument can capitalize on the adversary’s rhetoric to advance their thesis.

Link---Iraq Withdrawal---AT: Withdrawal Now

Current withdrawal’s tied to conditions on the ground---doesn’t trigger the link 

Tunç 8 – Hakan Tunç, Professor of Political Science at Carleton University, Fall 2008, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669

Second, reputational concerns are likely to affect the way in which U.S. forces will be drawn down from Iraq.48 Certainly, the pace and scope of drawdown will depend on developments in the military and political fronts in Iraq. In case it becomes clear in the short term that Al Qaeda affiliates in Iraq are defeated resolutely and the insurgency is debilitated, one should expect a somewhat accelerated drawdown of U.S. forces.49 In the meantime, one should also expect that that such a drawdown will be incremental and spread over a long period, at least partly to avoid the appearance of a quick retreat.

In this regard, the end of 2011 as the ‘‘time horizon,’’ reportedly agreed upon between the Iraqi government and the Bush administration for the gradual withdrawal of U.S. troops, presents an opportunity to overcome concerns about U.S. reputation. This time horizon is long enough for a gradual drawdown of U.S. troops and, thus, will prevent the jihadists from propagating U.S. irresolution. Moreover, the U.S.-Iraqi agreement will almost certainly include the reservation that the date of departure and level of U.S. forces be amended based upon conditions on the ground.

In the final analysis, at least partly due to reputational concerns, the next U.S. president may find it difficult to opt for a rapid and dramatic reduction of combat troops, particularly in the short term. It is likely that he will pay special attention to the argument that a speedy withdrawal from Iraq would confirm jihadists’ proclamations that America is irresolute. By adopting a 2011 time horizon, the next president can solve the reputation problem and the political, military, and economic costs associated with an open-ended commitment of U.S. troops in Iraq.

Link---Iraq Withdrawal---AT: Their Defense 

Best evidence concludes Islamic militants and rogue states would see Iraq withdrawal as a massive U.S. loss of resolve and credibility 
Tunç 8 – Hakan Tunç, Professor of Political Science at Carleton University, Fall 2008, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669

Some scholars and foreign policy practitioners have questioned the logic of the reputational argument over Iraq. Their general conclusion is that American policy in Iraq will have little impact on militant Islamists’ perception of U.S. resolve. They contend that the proponents of the reputational argument exaggerate their case.

These critics have developed two lines of response to the reputational argument. First, militant Islamists will not infer that a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq is the result of weakness or irresolution because they see Iraq as a unique conflict. The second response concedes that the United States may incur reputational costs if it withdraws, but argues that standing firm and keeping a significant U.S. military force in Iraq is unlikely to change militant Islamists’ perceptions toward the United States. The first counterargument has its roots in the recent literature on reputation in international politics. Here, a caveat is necessary. This literature almost exclusively focuses on conflicts between states and, therefore, its application to militant Islamists is limited. Militant Islamists have a different psychology than states. Still, since the literature tackles the general question of whether backing down in a military conflict affects a country’s reputation and credibility, its conclusions are worth considering. This literature generally concludes that a country’s reputation does not change easily because adversaries pay most attention to the peculiarities of each confrontation. Actors typically view an adversary’s backing down as the result of situational constraints, leaving judgments about the disposition (or character) of the adversary unchanged. For instance, in a seminal study, Jonathan Mercer argues that the enemy tends to take credit for the desired action of an adversary (i.e. withdrawal or backing down in a crisis). In a desired outcome (i.e. a state’s retreat), no reputation for irresolution can be generated for adversaries.37 Similarly, Daryl Press’ Current Calculus theory suggests that credibility rests with situational power and interests rather than past actions. Press’s basic proposition is that, contrary to conventional wisdom (that is, Past Actions theory) a state’s credibility in a military standoff is not assessed in terms of its history of keeping or breaking commitments.38

Applied to Iraq, this counterargument contends that militant Islamists will not draw any conclusions about American resolve if the United States retreats since Islamists see the Iraq conflict as different from other U.S. military involvements. Instead, Islamists will judge an American withdrawal as due largely to their own perseverance and heroism rather than America’s irresolution. For instance, John Mueller argues that because militant Islamists define the U.S. mission as an invasion to control Iraqi oil and politics, ‘‘U.S. forces will inevitably leave without having accomplished what many consider to be Washington’s real goals—and the terrorist insurgents will claim credit for forcing the U.S. out before it fulfilled these key objectives.’’39 This means that a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq will not figure prominently as a reference point for militant Islamists in the future.

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

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

Link---Iraq Withdrawal---AT: Their Defense 

(AT: Resolve/Credibility not true – Tang/Fettweis/etc)

Their defense isn’t true of Iraq or perception of the U.S. by Islamic militants 

Tunç 8 – Hakan Tunç, Professor of Political Science at Carleton University, Fall 2008, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669

As noted earlier, the second counterargument holds that staying in Iraq will not influence perceptions among militant Islamists about U.S. resolve and, therefore, it makes little sense to stay to cultivate reputation. According to this view, the militant Islamists’ perception about U.S. irresolution is so deeply entrenched that it generates cognitive dissonance and biased expectations and conjures up an image of a paper tiger.43 Islamist militants discount, reinterpret, or situationally attribute acts of firmness to preserve the paper tiger image of the United States in their own minds. In discussing the 1991 Gulf War, Afghanistan in the 1980s and since 2001, and U.S. military action against Serbia in 1994, Vaughn Shannon and Michael Dennis conclude that even though the United States stood firm in all four theaters of war, ‘‘militant Islamists discounted evidence or interpreted it through the motivated perceptions and historical analogies.’’44 As a result, the authors argue that ‘‘standing firm does not buy much reputational leverage with militant Islamists, who minimize or deny the firmness in the first place.’’45 These cognitive biases will lead Islamic militants to discount American firmness in Iraq while any U.S. withdrawal in the future will be counted as an Islamist victory and will energize them. Whatever the United States does in Iraq, it will not achieve its desired reputation for resolve because its ‘‘paper tiger’’ image (a dispositional attribute) will not change in the eyes of Islamists. As a result, Shannon and Dennis conclude that, ‘‘Fighting in Iraq just for a reputation for resolve is a futile and costly exercise.’’46

Even though this is a plausible argument, it ultimately fails to provide convincing evidence that the United States does not get credit for firmness. The problem is that the dismissal of U.S. firmness and resolve by militant Islamists lies less in their cognitive dissonance and more in how they define firmness and resolve. For bin Laden and Zawahiri, as noted, the main test of a superpower’s resolve is its ability to endure a guerrilla war against Muslim fighters. Thus, in the Islamists’ view, America’s actions during the Gulf War and the conflicts in Bosnia, and Afghanistan were not a demonstration of resolve. In other words, providing weapons and money to Islamic fighters during the Soviet-Afghan war in the 1980s, defeating Saddam’s secular conventional army in the Gulf War, and dropping smart bombs on the enemy, as in Bosnia, were interpreted by jihadists as signs of U.S. aggression, rather than resolve. The Afghan war of 2001 did not impress Al Qaeda given the small number of American ground forces involved. Thus, it is not convincing to extrapolate from past ‘‘successful’’ U.S. military involvements, as Shannon and Dennis do, that Islamists would similarly dismiss American firmness in Iraq.

Another problem with the argument is to assume that all Islamic militants suffer from perceptual predispositions. This may be true for bin Laden and Zawahiri, but it is difficult to extend it to many other militants. Here, the distinction made by Davis and Jenkins about the different types of terrorists is useful. For Davis and Jenkins, two broad classes of terrorists exist: internalists and externalists, which they refer to as Types A and B. Type A terrorists are self-driven seekers of action, causes, or religious commitment. They may claim to have political goals, but they are insatiable. In contrast, Type B terrorists have pragmatic, political world goals. The leadership and many members of Al Qaeda will be considered Type A terrorists, whereas many financiers, logistic supporters, and foot soldiers may be categorized as Type B.47 This distinction is important because while cognitive dissonance and preconceptions may apply to bin Laden, Zawahiri and a few others, they may not be extended to Type B terrorists. Bin Laden may very well declare any U.S. withdrawal from Iraq as a victory, but less motivated elements of terrorist networks may not perceive it as such, particularly if the withdrawal follows a resolute defeat of Al Qaeda there.

Link---Japan Withdrawal---1NC 

Basing troops in Japan is key to signal U.S. resolve to defend allies---withdrawal crushes Asian stability 

Klingner 9 – Bruce Klingner, Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation, August 26, 2009, “How to Save the U.S.-Japan Alliance,” online: http://www.heritage.org/Research/AsiaandthePacific/bg2308.cfm

Despite its shortcomings, the alliance is critical to fulfilling current U.S. strategic objectives, including maintaining peace in the region. The forward deployment of a large U.S. military force in Japan deters military aggression by North Korea, signals Washington's resolve in defending U.S. allies, and provides an irreplaceable staging area should military action be necessary. Japan hosts the largest contingent of U.S. forces in Asia, including the only aircraft carrier home-ported outside the United States and one of three Marine Expeditionary Forces, as well as paying for a major portion of the cost of stationing U.S. forces there. Japan is America's principal missile defense partner in the world.

Washington and Tokyo have made significant progress in recent years in evolving the role of Japan's Self-Defense Forces (SDF). Alliance managers and military personnel should be commended for achieving considerable accomplishments despite often seemingly insurmountable political obstacles. The two militaries now have enhanced and integrated their joint training, intelligence sharing, and interoperability.

That causes nuclear war---but maintaining troops in Japan solves  
Sheridan 9 – Greg Sheridan, Foreign editor – The Australian, Hatoyama poised for global struggle, The Australian, 9-5-09, http://www.theaustralian.news.com.au/story/0,25197,26027029-7583,00.html

Kurt Campbell, now the US Assistant Secretary of State for East Asia and the Pacific, co-authored a study on the US's Asia policy last year. He wrote: "Asia is not a theatre at peace. It is a cauldron of religious and ethnic tension; a source of terror and extremism; an accelerating driver of the insatiable global appetite for energy; the place where the most people will suffer the adverse effects of global climate change; the primary source of nuclear proliferation and the most likely theatre on earth for a major conventional confrontation and even a nuclear conflict."
This is not just rhetoric. For the first time, there are more warships in the US Pacific fleet than in its Atlantic fleet. And a rarely acknowledged truth is that Japan is Washington's most important ally anywhere on the globe.
Who else would be a candidate? Britain sends more troops to Iraq and Afghanistan, but they are not decisive and the US has a full suite of European allies. Australia is important, but we are a nation of only 22 million people.

Japan and the US military bases it hosts are central to the US position in Asia. Japan, a nation of 125 million people, is still the world's second-largest economy, far bigger than any of the Europeans. The Obama administration seems to get this.

Link---Japan Withdrawal 

Troop presence in Japan is key to global U.S. credibility and power projection 

Tanaka 10 – Hitoshi Tanaka, Senior Fellow at the Japan Center For International Exchange, February 2010, “The US-Japan Alliance: Beyond Futenma,” online: http://www.jcie.org/researchpdfs/EAI/5-1.pdf

As the world around us changes, we should not be shy about analyzing the costs and benefits of the US-Japan alliance and acknowledging that it needs to continue to benefit both parties in order to retain its meaning and political support. The central agreement of the alliance is encapsulated in two of its articles: Article V in essence commits the United States to defend Japan from attack, while Article VI basically pledges Japan to provide basing facilities for the United States to use in the protection of Japan and the maintenance of regional security. A hardnosed analysis of this trade-off does indeed show that it continues to yield important strategic benefits for both Japan and the United States.

The benefits for Japan are clear. The alliance was conceived during the Cold War as a mechanism to protect Japan from a single looming threat—the Soviet Union—that has since disappeared. However, the end of the Cold War has not eliminated Japan’s need for some sort of deterrence capacity. Nearby countries such as China and Russia have nuclear capabilities and North Korea is developing its capability. Japan cannot ignore this.
But even putting aside the critical issue of the US nuclear umbrella, it is clear that the alliance helps Japan immensely, given the uncertainties in the region.

For example, Japan benefits on purely economic grounds. It has maintained its defense budget at less than one percent of GDP for historical reasons, but it is difficult to imagine how Japan’s low levels of defense spending could be sustained without US protection.

The alliance continues to yield crucial benefits for the United States as well. One thing that has not changed is the fact that the alliance makes it less costly for the United States to maintain defense capabilities closer to potential trouble spots in the region. This better enables it to quickly deploy substantial forces in the case of regional contingencies, and it enhances the US capacity to promote stability in Asia.

Furthermore, although the wording of bilateral agreements does not get into this, there is no avoiding the fact that US forward deployment in Japan also benefits US strategy elsewhere in the world. The Seventh Fleet, which is homeported at Yokosuka, is dispatched to protect sea lanes in the Indian Ocean and to undertake other missions outside the immediate region. Meanwhile, it is no secret that US Marines based in Okinawa are not solely there for the defense of Japan. They rotate around the world, and many of those who come to Okinawa for training are eventually deployed to Afghanistan or the Middle East.

Military basing’s the single vital factor in a credible alliance---withdrawal destroys Asian stability 

Auslin 10 – Michael Auslin, Resident Scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, January 2010, “The U.S.-Japan Alliance: Relic of a Bygone Era?,” online: http://www.aei.org/outlook/100929

Ultimately, however, the credibility of the alliance will rest on the combination of military capability and willingness to maintain stability in Asia that each partner possesses. In this regard, then, the Obama administration's moves to cut advanced weapons systems such as the F-22 and to scale back missile-defense plans naturally raise questions about long-term U.S. military capabilities in the Pacific. Will the Obama administration maintain U.S. force levels in Asia at their current strength? Moreover, what are the Hatoyama administration's defense-spending plans? Japan must make decisions regarding its fighter-experimental (F-X) fighter program, but will Japan commit to building more surface ships and the surveillance systems needed to maintain its own capabilities?

In this regard, the alliance must continue to rest on a basis of traditional "hard power."Clearly, the two allies should continue to research, develop, and deploy missile-defense systems on land and sea. Moreover, they must keep up their conventional forces, including advanced fighter aircraft, submarines, surface vessels, and intelligence and surveillance systems. This is, and will continue to be, expensive, especially in a time of reduced budgets, but the goal of preserving peace requires a formidable military deterrent to any country that may be thinking of employing force to obtain its objectives or to obtain asymmetric advantages that can negate U.S. and Japanese military superiority.

No matter how vigilant and capable the two countries remain, however, peace in the Asia-Pacific region cannot be upheld solely by the United States and Japan. A successful system of regional security cooperation requires the efforts of many states. Indeed, one way to maintain the alliance's importance in coming years is to create some regional trilateral or quadrilateral mechanisms with the U.S.-Japan alliance at the core. Two natural groupings would be Japan-U.S.-South Korea and Japan-U.S.-Australia. These countries already have limited ongoing trilateral discussions and policies, but expanding basic security cooperation, joint exercises, information sharing, and disaster relief, for example, can help build a community of shared interests among liberal allies in the Asia-Pacific region.

Taking such an approach will also help the alliance work together to engage China. Japan and the United States have common economic and political interests with China, and coordinating outreach to China can help set clear benchmarks for progress on many issues, including climate change, confidence building, and trade promotion. It does not make sense for Tokyo and Washington always to deal with Beijing independently given these common interests, although each country will follow its own policies and national goals when talking with China. Given the concerns both the United States and Japan have about China's military buildup or the effects of Chinese industry on pollution, joint efforts to begin dialogues with China or presenting a shared position may be extremely useful.

The alliance has served as the cornerstone of Japanese defense and East Asian stability for fifty years. It has done so because of the willingness of both Japan and the United States to bear heavy burdens. Without Japanese support and bases, there would be no credible U.S. military presence in Asia. Without the alliance, there is no assurance that the peace among the major powers in the past fifty years would have continued, nor that they would have been able to develop their economies to the degree they have. For this reason, the alliance should continue and maintain its core focus on defending Japan and maintaining stability in East Asia.

Link---Japan Withdrawal---Okinawa 

Okinawa’s key to U.S. credibility and power projection in Asia 

Klingner 10 – Bruce Klingner, Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation, May 28, 2010, “With Re-Acceptance of Marines on Okinawa, Time to Look Ahead,” online: http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/05/With-Re-Acceptance-of-Marines-on-Okinawa-Time-to-Look-Ahead

The DPJ policy reversal is the result of senior Japanese officials having a belated epiphany on geostrategic realities. They now realize that the Marines on Okinawa are an indispensable and irreplaceable element of any U.S. response to an Asian crisis. Foreign Minister Okada affirmed that “the presence of U.S. Marines on Okinawa is necessary for Japan’s national security [since they] are a powerful deterrent against possible enemy attacks and should be stationed in Japan.”

Prime Minister Hatoyama now admits that after coming to power he came to better understand the importance of the U.S.–Japan alliance in light of the northeast Asian security environment. He commented, “As I learned more about the situation, I’ve come to realize that [the Marines] are all linked up as a package to maintain deterrence.” Japanese officials also remarked that rising tensions on the Korean Peninsula—triggered by North Korea’s sinking of a South Korean naval ship[1]—made clear to Japan that it lives in a dangerous neighborhood and should not undermine U.S. deterrence and defense capabilities.

Link---Japan Withdrawal---2NC China Impact 

Military basing in Japan’s key to contain China’s rise 

Sheridan 9 – Greg Sheridan, Foreign editor – The Australian, Hatoyama poised for global struggle, The Australian, 9-5-09, http://www.theaustralian.news.com.au/story/0,25197,26027029-7583,00.html

The Pentagon outlines China's continuing massive military build-up, vastly outstripping its economic growth. Much of the Chinese military spending is hidden, but the Pentagon estimates it could reach up to $US160billion ($190bn) a year.

This may seem small compared with the US's military budget in excess of $US500bn, but the US has vast global security responsibilities in Iraq, Afghanistan and all over the world, which China does not. And as the Pentagon report shows, much of China's furious military effort, apart from its gigantic expansion plans for its nuclear weapons arsenal, is directed squarely against the US, and designed to make it extremely costly for the US navy to continue to operate in the waters near China's east coast.
Here again, Japan is central. Although Japan's modest military build-up has been incremental, it is very hi -tech and is aimed precisely at building a new level of inter-operability with US forces in the context of a revived and newly reciprocal US alliance.
This is a minor revolution in Asia-Pacific security, and is one way the US alliance system has maintained the regional balance of military power.

Unchecked Chinese rise causes global nuclear war 

Walton 7 – C. Dale Walton, Lecturer in International Relations and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, 2007, Geopolitics and the Great Powers in the 21st Century, p. 49

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

Link---Japan Withdrawal---2NC China Impact---Extn

Strong presence in East Asia key to balance China 

Kagan 7 – Robert Kagan, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, August-September 2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Policy Review, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html

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.

Link---Japan Withdrawal---2NC Asian Trade DA 

Strong alliance is key to Asian trade and economic integration 

Auslin 10 – Michael Auslin, Resident Scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, January 2010, “The U.S.-Japan Alliance: Relic of a Bygone Era?,” online: http://www.aei.org/outlook/100929

There are great benefits to be had throughout Asia from closer economic integration, but greater dangers if old territorial or historical disputes are not resolved peacefully. If Asia is to continue to be the engine of global economic growth, then Japan's role is indispensable as the leading liberal democratic nation with a civil society based on individual freedom and the rule of law. In playing both a regional and global role, it is natural for Japan to work with the United States to promote the values and policies that have most benefited both countries. The same holds true for the United States, which will continue to be the underwriter of global and regional security for the foreseeable future. The costs and difficulties of maintaining the alliance are far outweighed by the benefits the alliance continues to bring to Japan, the United States, and Asia as a whole.

Asian trade prevents global war---collapse draws in the U.S. 

Auslin 9 – Michael Auslin, resident scholar at AEI, 2/6/09, “Averting Disaster”, The Daily Standard, online:  http://www.aei.org/publications/filter.all,pubID.29339/pub_detail.asp

As they deal with a collapsing world economy, policymakers in Washington and around the globe must not forget that when a depression strikes, war can follow. Nowhere is this truer than in Asia, the most heavily armed region on earth and riven with ancient hatreds and territorial rivalries. Collapsing trade flows can lead to political tension, nationalist outbursts, growing distrust, and ultimately, military miscalculation. The result would be disaster on top of an already dire situation. Asia's political infrastructure may not be strong enough to resist the slide towards confrontation and conflict. No one should think that Asia is on the verge of conflict. But it is also important to remember what has helped keep the peace in this region for so long. Phenomenal growth rates in Japan, South Korea, Hong Kong, Singapore, China and elsewhere since the 1960s have naturally turned national attention inward, to development and stability. This has gradually led to increased political confidence, diplomatic initiatives, and in many nations the move toward more democratic systems. America has directly benefited as well, and not merely from years of lower consumer prices, but also from the general conditions of peace in Asia. Yet policymakers need to remember that even during these decades of growth, moments of economic shock, such as the 1973 Oil Crisis, led to instability and bursts of terrorist activity in Japan, while the uneven pace of growth in China has led to tens of thousands of armed clashes in the poor interior of the country. Now imagine such instability multiplied region-wide. The economic collapse Japan is facing, and China's potential slowdown, dwarfs any previous economic troubles, including the 1998 Asian Currency Crisis. Newly urbanized workers rioting for jobs or living wages, conflict over natural resources, further saber-rattling from North Korea, all can take on lives of their own. This is the nightmare of governments in the region, and particularly of democracies from newer ones like Thailand and Mongolia to established states like Japan and South Korea. How will overburdened political leaders react to internal unrest? What happens if Chinese shopkeepers in Indonesia are attacked, or a Japanese naval ship collides with a Korean fishing vessel? Quite simply, Asia's political infrastructure may not be strong enough to resist the slide towards confrontation and conflict. This would be a political and humanitarian disaster turning the clock back decades in Asia. It would almost certainly drag America in at some point, as well. First of all, we have alliance responsibilities to Japan, South Korea, Australia, and the Philippines should any of them come under armed attack. Failure on our part to live up to those responsibilities could mean the end of America's credibility in Asia. Secondly, peace in Asia has been kept in good measure by the continued U.S. military presence since World War II. There have been terrible localized conflicts, of course, but nothing approaching a systemic conflagration like the 1940s. Today, such a conflict would be far more bloody, and it is unclear if the American military, already stretched too thin by wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, could contain the crisis. Nor is it clear that the American people, worn out from war and economic distress, would be willing to shed even more blood and treasure for lands across the ocean. The result could be a historic changing of the geopolitical map in the world's most populous region. Perhaps China would emerge as the undisputed hegemon. Possibly democracies like Japan and South Korea would link up to oppose any aggressor. India might decide it could move into the vacuum. All of this is guess-work, of course, but it has happened repeatedly throughout history. There is no reason to believe we are immune from the same types of miscalculation and greed that have destroyed international systems in the past.

Link---Japan Withdrawal---AT: Their Defense 

It’s impossible to have a credible alliance without U.S. bases in Japan  

Nye 10 – Joseph S. Nye, Jr., Dean of Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, January 7, 2010, “CHARTING JAPAN'S COURSE / Japan, U.S. must reaffirm alliance's importance,” Interview in The Daily Yomiuri  

Q: Hatoyama once advocated a concept he dubbed a "security treaty without a military presence in Japan." The concept calls for an alliance with the United States without American military bases in Japan. How does the United States view this concept?

A: If Japan wants no American troops, we will withdraw the troops. I think that would be a big mistake for Japan. What the troops provide you is a security guarantee which is credible. Japan is faced with both China and North Korea as nuclear powers and of course Russia. Japan needs an American guarantee if it doesn't wish to develop its own nuclear weapons. How do you make that guarantee credible? You make that credible by having American troops in Japan. Anyone who attacks Japan--North Korea for example--is going to kill Americans as well as Japanese. But if Japan asks for the removal of troops, Americans of course would remove them.

Link---Kuwait/Middle East Withdrawal 

U.S. presence in Middle East oil-producing nations is key to a stable balance of power---retrenchment causes security competition 

Kagan 7 – Robert Kagan, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, August-September 2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Policy Review, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html

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.

Link---South Korea Withdrawal 

U.S. troops in South Korea are key to U.S. credibility throughout Asia 

Levkowitz 8 – Alon Levkowitz, Professor of Asian Studies at the University of Haifa, 2008, “The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?,” International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, Vol. 8, No. 2, p. 131-148

The forces had several functions, bilateral and regional:

1. Deterring North Korea and preventing a new Korean War – The US assumption immediately after the war and for the majority of the years since it ended, was that South Korea could not deter North Korea by itself and it needed the assistance of the US forces.1

2. Demonstrating US commitment to Korea – The presence of US forces in Korea, especially by the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ), as a ‘tripwire’ force that will ensure US involvement if any conflict broke out on the Korean Peninsula, symbolized the highest US commitment to Korea's security. It also has an important psychological implication in assuring South Korean citizens that the Korean War will not reoccur (Hamm, 2004).

3. Supporting the Korean economy – The US forces (and the alliance) and the security ‘umbrella’ (conventional and nuclear) allowed South Korea to rebuild its economy after the Second World War and the Korean War and continue with its economic development ever since. It also gave political backup to South Korea's initiatives throughout the years to ease tensions in the Korean Peninsula (Cho, 1982; Hart-Landsberg, 1998).

4. Regional tasks – From a regional, strategic point of view, the importance of the US forces is threefold: preventing any changes in the balance of power in the region (Cumings, 1983; Clark, 1992); acting as a regional pacifier by allowing the US to respond very quickly and prevent a conflict from escalating in case a conflict arises outside or within the Korean Peninsula; and signaling US commitment not only to Korea but also to Japan and other Asian US allies in the region (Lee, 1978, pp. 107–108, 1982, p. 102).

South Korean basing’s key to global force posturing---withdrawal undermines credibility with allies and adversaries 

Levkowitz 8 – Alon Levkowitz, Professor of Asian Studies at the University of Haifa, 2008, “The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?,” International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, Vol. 8, No. 2, p. 131-148

The global posture of US forces around the world and American geostrategic considerations were always the main factors behind Washington's decision on this matter. As a global power, the United States had to calculate the constraints on its forces and refrain from overextending them, while taking into account the different strategic threats and how foes and allies alike will interpret a withdrawal of its forces. Examples for this would be: The unimportance of the Korean Peninsula to US global interests prior to the Korean War influenced the decision to withdraw all of the forces in 1949; The constant struggle over importance and centrality between Europe and Asia during the Cold War, with the latter usually ‘losing the battle’; Other wars, like the Vietnam War, focused the USA's attention on a different place in Asia.

The improvement in the mobility of forces, such as rapid deployment forces for example, and the development of sophisticated weapons also stood behind the change in US global strategy and the decreased number of bases and soldiers worldwide. In some cases, the fear of being entrapped into another war led the US government to decrease the chances of an ally initiating a new war, by reducing the number of soldiers in the region, mainly in Korea.

Washington's decisions to withdraw or relocate a portion of its forces from or within South Korea were also influenced by Korean Peninsula-related considerations, particularly the military balance between South and North Korea. When the gap between North and South Korea grew in favor of the DPRK, the incentives to withdraw decreased. Periods of reduced tension between the two Koreas were behind some of the reasons that led to a readjustment of the US forces.

On the other hand, the traumatic results of the first withdrawal, the fear that the DPRK would perceive any withdrawal as a sign of weakness, and the crisis that every withdrawal proposal inflicted on the relations with South Korea are noteworthy as constant obstacles to any US decisions concerning its forces in Korea. It should also be mentioned that the US did not hesitate to occasionally exploit the ROK's sensitivity to the issue by pressuring it to send its forces to assist the USA in other global crises; the consequence of non-cooperation was to withstand another troop withdrawal.

The relocation of forces within Korea was also a result of other factors: a change in US military strategy and tactics, South Korean political considerations, the rising costs of maintaining the bases, and the need to find alternative and larger bases.

Internal American considerations, especially value differences between the two capitals during President Jimmy Carter's and President Park Chung-hee's periods, also influenced Washington's decision-making regarding its troops. The fact that President Ronald Reagan and President Chun Dae-hwan shared the same values helped tremendously in repairing the damaged relations between the countries. Internal politics, including budget considerations coupled with the political balance of power between the President, the army and the Congress, was an important factor as well.

Seoul's negative reaction to the majority of USA's withdrawal plans throughout the years was mainly affected by USA–ROK alliance related considerations and the potential North Korean interpretation of the withdrawal. The fear of being abandoned again was always the main reason behind Seoul's alarmed reaction to USA's most withdrawal plans. The traumatic withdrawal of 1949 and the automatic link between withdrawal of forces and lack of US commitment to South Korea's security were crucial in determining decision-makers' reactions and public opinion. These fears also manifested over the relocation of the US forces within Korea, since the positioning of the US forces adjacent to the DMZ symbolized Washington's highest commitment to South Korea's security. Seoul interpreted every withdrawal proposal as a sign of South Korea's declining importance as a major US ally. 

Another important factor is South Korea's constant assessment that they could not confront the threats facing them alone. South Korea assessed that without the presence of the US forces, it would not be able to deter North Korea and the fear that the North would misinterpret a withdrawal as a sign of weakness and an opportunity for an attack always prevailed. In addition to direct statements South Korea made on this subject, we can look at the lack of independent ROK air force and intelligence capabilities as an indication of their unwillingness to become completely independent, to date.7

Link---South Korea Withdrawal 

Withdrawal from South Korea makes the U.S. look untrustworthy---undermines alliances broadly 

Lobe 4 – Jim Lobe, Washington Correspondent for Inter Press Service, June 17, 2004, “US military on the move,” Asia Times, online: http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Front_Page/FF17Aa03.html

A second concern is the damage that such a redeployment could do to Cold War alliances, particularly Washington's commitment to Europe, where the Pentagon wants to cut its military presence in Germany - currently some 70,000 troops and scores of warplanes - in half. Some of the forces would be sent home, while most would be moved to cheaper bases in Bulgaria and Romania, closer to the Caucasus and the Middle East.

"The most serious potential consequences of the contemplated shifts would not be military but political and diplomatic," wrote Kurt Campbell, a former senior Pentagon official now with the Center for Strategic and International Studies, and Celeste Johnson Ward, in a Foreign Affairs article last year. The redeployments, they warned, could be construed as the beginning of a withdrawal from what Rumsfeld last year scornfully called "Old Europe".

And that, in turn, could reinforce traditional isolationist tendencies in the US that, before World War II, sought to prevent Washington from engaging in political "entanglements" with European countries or international institutions in ways that might constrain its freedom of action in the Americas or anywhere else.

Indeed, the repudiation of permanent alliances in favor of "coalitions of the willing" - a major feature of the Bush administration's post-September 11 policies as it was in the Wolfowitz-Libby paper - not only recalls isolationism; it is also entirely consistent with the strategy underlying the proposed redeployments.

A similar consideration worries South Korea, where Washington's proposed 12,000-plus troop withdrawal includes some 3,500 who are being sent to bolster beleaguered US forces in Iraq.

The Koreans worry that such a significant withdrawal now might not only complicate a particularly tense time in intra-Korean relations, but may also signal Washington's desire to reduce Seoul's say in whether or not Washington attacks North Korea. "This is about psychology," Derek Mitchell, a former Pentagon Asia expert recently told the Los Angeles Times.

A related concern was voiced by Campbell and Ward when the proposed redeployments were still on the drawing board. "Unless the changes are paired with a sustained and effective diplomatic campaign," they warned, "they could well increase foreign anxiety about and distrust of the United States."

Link---South Korea Withdrawal---Spills Over 

Withdrawal from South Korea spills over to U.S. military withdrawal from Japan---destroys the U.S.-Japan alliance 

Levkowitz 8 – Alon Levkowitz, Professor of Asian Studies at the University of Haifa, 2008, “The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?,” International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, Vol. 8, No. 2, p. 131-148

Are there any signs of a pending seventh withdrawal? Is it possible  to detect a potential change in one side's point of view? Will  Seoul and Washington react differently when the next withdrawal  plan is proposed, and what kind of withdrawal will it be?

The continued wars in Iraq, Afghanistan, and possibly the eruption of a new conflict might stretch the capabilities of the US army and lead to an additional withdrawal plan for at least some, if not all, of the remaining US forces in Korea. The geostrategic situation in North-East Asia and in the Korean Peninsula also reinforces the possibility that another withdrawal plan is imminent. The normalization of diplomatic and economic relations between South Korea and Russia and China, veteran allies of North Korea, significantly reduced the tension in the region and actually nullifies the possibility of a surprise North Korean attack, backed by its major allies. The deep and important changes in the inter-Korean relations stemming from the Sunshine Policy will probably continue during President Lee Myung-bak's term, although in a much more conservative manner, i.e. more critical of North Korean behavior and based more on demand for DPRK reciprocity. These local considerations will affect U.S global plans – regardless of who will be occupying the White House after the next presidential elections.

A complete withdrawal, however, must take into account its impact on the North-East Asian arena and the US forces in Japan. If the US forces withdraw from Korea, it might lead to increased internal pressure on the government in Tokyo to evacuate the American forces from Japan, backed by political groups in Washington DC who will link the withdrawal from Korea to the need to withdraw from Japan as well. This will have serious implications on the USA–Japan alliance, which USA will have to thoroughly consider before deciding on a complete withdrawal from Korea.

Link---South Korea Withdrawal---AT: Withdrawal Now 

Small partial withdrawals don’t trigger the link

Levkowitz 8 – Alon Levkowitz, Professor of Asian Studies at the University of Haifa, 2008, “The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?,” International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, Vol. 8, No. 2, p. 131-148

In addition, in September 1991 George Bush announced the worldwide withdrawal of US tactical nuclear weapons, including those from South Korea (Gurtov, 1996). Seoul's first reaction to the withdrawal plans was to reject the idea, fearing it might lead to tragic results in the region and to a misjudgment by the DPRK of the USA's commitment to Korea (2007, 2007, p. 60). Since the withdrawal was gradual and included only a small portion of the US soldiers in Korea and thanks to the eased tension in the Korean Peninsula, it was later partially accepted by President Roh Tae-woo without creating any tension between the two state leaders and was not interpreted as an erosion of the USA's commitment to Korea (Sterngold, 1991).

Link---South Korea Withdrawal---AT: Only Partial 

Even partial withdrawal triggers fears of complete pullout

Levkowitz 8 – Alon Levkowitz, Professor of Asian Studies at the University of Haifa, 2008, “The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?,” International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, Vol. 8, No. 2, p. 131-148

It seems that South Korean reactions will be more crucial than ever in deciding what kind of dynamics will evolve around the next withdrawal proposal. For now, judging from its reaction to the sixth withdrawal plan, South Korea has not overcome the same traditional obstacles that caused it to resist all previous withdrawals. More than five decades after the Korean War, Seoul was still afraid that a gradual and partial withdrawal necessarily means the beginning of a complete withdrawal, with all its psychological impact and interpretation as a quick, thoughtless, and risky abandonment. The military balance considerations and fears have not changed either. Seoul is still concerned that Pyongyang will misinterpret the ‘security gap’ that a quick withdrawal will create between the two Koreas. This was potentially the best time for the ROK to seize the moment and increase its independence as President Roh suggested, but its reaction to the sixth withdrawal demonstrates that South Korea, particularly its military establishment, does not yet believe in its independence ability.

<<Can’t read with AT: Withdrawal Now>>

Link---Turkey---Incirlik Key to Power Projection 

Basing in Turkey is key to overall U.S. hard power 

Bagci and Kardas 3 - Hüseyin Bagci and Saban Kardas, Middle East Technical University, May 12, 2003, “Post-September 11 Impact: The Strategic Importance of Turkey Revisited,” Prepared for the CEPS/IISS European Security Forum, http://www.eusec.org/bagci.htm#ftnref112

In developing this relationship, Turkey's special ties with the region again appeared to be an important asset for U.S. policy. Turkey had a lot to offer: Not only did Turkey have strong political, cultural and economic connections to the region, but it had also accumulated a significant intelligence capability in the region. Moreover, the large experience Turkey accumulated in fighting terrorism would be made available in expanding the global war on terrorism to this region.[43] As a result, after the locus of interest shifted to a possible operation against Afghanistan, and then to assuring the collaboration of the countries in Central Asia, Turkish analysts soon discovered that Turkey's geo-strategic importance was once again on the rise. It was thought that, thanks to its geography's allowing easy access to the region, and its strong ties with the countries there, Turkey could play a pivotal role in the conduct of U.S. military operations in Afghanistan, and reshaping the politics in Central Asia: "Turkey is situated in a critical geographic position on and around which continuous and multidimensional power struggles with a potential to affect balance of power at world scale take place. The arcs that could be used by world powers in all sort of conflicts pass through Turkey. Turkish territory, airspace and seas are not only a necessary element to any force projection in the regions stretching from Europe and Asia to the Middle East, Persian Gulf, and Africa, but also make it possible to control its neighborhood... All these features made Turkey a center that must be controlled and acquired by those aspiring to be world powers... In the new process, Turkey's importance has increased in American calculations. With a consistent policy, Turkey could capitalize on this to derive some practical benefits... Turkey has acquired a new opportunity to enhance its role in Central Asia."[44]
Incirlik’s vital to power projection 

Johnson 9 – Chalmers Johnson, President of the Japan Policy Research Institute, May 26, 2009, “Chalmers Johnson On The Cost Of Empire,” online: http://www.countercurrents.org/johnson260509.htm

The essay by Ayse Gul Altinay and Amy Holmes, “Opposition to the U.S. Military Presence in Turkey in the Context of the Iraq War,” is important for three reasons. First, there is very little published on the bases in Turkey; second, Incirlik Air Base on the outskirts of Adana, Turkey, is the largest U.S. military facility in a strategically vital NATO ally; and third, the decision on March 1, 2003, of the Turkish National Assembly not to deploy Turkish forces in Iraq nor to allow the United States to use Turkey as an invasion route into Iraq was one of the Bush administration’s greatest setbacks. Public opinion polls in January 2003 revealed that 90 percent of Turks opposed U.S. imperialism against Iraq and 83 percent opposed Turkey’s cooperating with the United States. Nonetheless, major U.S. newspapers either ignored or trivialized Turkey’s opposition to U.S. war plans.

Altinay is a professor of anthropology at Sabanci University, Turkey, and the author of “The Myth of the Military Nation: Militarism, Gender, and Education in Turkey” (Palgrave Macmillan, 2004). Holmes is a doctoral candidate in sociology at the Johns Hopkins University and has written extensively on American bases in Germany and Turkey. 

Turkey is not an easy place to do research on American bases. Some 41 percent of bilateral agreements between the U.S. and Turkey between 1947 and 1965 were secret. It was not known that the U.S. had stationed missiles on Turkish territory until the U.S. promised to remove them in return for the USSR’s withdrawing its missiles from Cuba. Incirlik became even more central to U.S. strategy after 1974. In that year, Turkey invaded Cyprus and the United States imposed an arms embargo on its ally. As a result, Turkey closed all 27 U.S. bases in the country except for one, Incirlik. As Altinay and Holmes write, “It is difficult to overemphasize the importance of the Incirlik Air Base for U.S. power projection in the Middle East, particularly since the early 1990s; for more than a decade, the entire Iraq policy of the United States hinged on Incirlik.”

Link---Turkey---Iran 

U.S. basing in Turkey’s key to deter Iran 

Barkey 3 - Henri Barkey, Prof. of IR @ Lehigh U. specializing in Turkish politics.. Morton Abamowitz (editor) 2003. “The United States and Turkey” Allies in Need. pg. 209-211

U.S. interests and objectives in Turkey have steadily expanded since 1990. The cold war’s straightjacket has given way to many new con​siderations. The primary U.S. foreign policy vision after the cold war was based on preventing regional disputes from threatening its own and its allies’ interests and on globally expanding market reforms and democratic principles and practices. With no serious Russian threat to European security, U.S. attention has shifted to mid-level powers such as Iran and Iraq with ambitions to acquire nonconventional weaponry and the means to deliver them. This policy vision lacks the simplicity of containment, but it has impacted Turkey significantly. Turkey’s proximity to many regions in flux or in conflict together with Ankara’s long-standing adherence to the NATO alliance helped Washington interpret this country’s geostrategic importance. Simply put, Turkey is important for the United States for four reaso​ns. First, it serves as a potential platform for the projection of U.S. power, as the 1991 Gulf War demonstrated. Saddam Hussein’s resilience in the aftermath of the war has made Ankara essential to staining the United Nations (UN) sanctions regime. From the Incirlik base in Turkey, U.S. and British airplanes routinely patrol the no-fly zone over northern Iraq in an effort to keep Saddam Hussein’s forces away from Kurdish-controlled parts of Iraq. It is difficult to see how the United States could have sustained its policy of sanctions, regime isolation, and protection of the Kurdish population without Turkey’s cooperation. Second, Turkey is also different and valuable because it is a NATO ally that takes security seriously. Its need for military modernization notwithstanding, Ankara has large numbers of troops under arms that are deployable, and it is committed to maintaining its spending on defense given its location in a ‘bad neighborhood.” Third, Turkey is a bulwark standing in the way of revisionist’ regimes like Iran intent on changing the regional landscape. Turkey’s strong links to the United States, NATO, and the West in general are in direct opposition to some of Iran’s regional preferences, if not designs. Hence, even in the event of cordial relations with Ankara, no Iranian government can ignore Turkey’s reaction in its regional calculations. The improving relations between Turkey and Israel throughout the 1990s have changed the strategic setting in the Middle East—although much exaggerated by Arab countries—which helped Washington per​ceive Ankara as a more balanced regional player. Finally, for Washington, Turkey represents an alternative and successful example for many countries in the Middle East and Central Asia. It is a model to be emulated as the only Muslim NATO member and EU candidate. In addition to its historical ties to the West, Turkey has had a vibrant, albeit flawed, democratic political system and in the 1980s embraced economic liberalization—well ahead of Latin America and, save for Israel, the only one in the Middle East. 

Link---Turkey---Tactical Nuclear Weapons 

Withdrawing nuclear weapons from Turkey destroys U.S. credibility globally

Yost 9 – David Yost, Professor at the U.S. Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, California, and a Consultant for Science Applications International Corporation, July 2009, “Assurance and US Extended Deterrence in NATO,” International Affairs, Vol. 85, No. 4, p. 778-779

Given the views of policy-makers and experts in NATO countries, notably in Turkey and in some of the new allies in East and Central Europe, some observers are concerned that it could be deeply damaging to US credibility, disruptive of alliance cohesion and potentially destabilizing to European security to withdraw the remaining US nuclear weapons in Europe. Withdrawing the weapons could be perceived as a signal of US disengagement and as evidence of a diminished US commitment to the security of NATO Europe.

Such a withdrawal would be inconsistent with the objective of assuring US allies, and not only in Europe. There are connections between the US deterrence posture in Europe and US security partners and interests elsewhere. Australian and Japanese officials and experts are, for example, monitoring US decisions about extended deterrence globally; and they see US decisions about NATO’s nuclear posture and policy as emblematic of the US extended deterrence commitment to their own security. A loss of confidence in the reliability of the protection provided by US extended deterrence could lead some US allies and security partners to consider seeking their own national nuclear forces or to invest more in potential hedging measures such as air and missile defences and/or enrichment and reprocessing capabilities.

Eliminating Turkish TNWs sends a signal of weakness throughout the Middle East---causes prolif 

Tertrais 6 – Bruno Tertrais, Senior Research Fellow at the Paris-based Foundation for Strategic Research and Contributing Editor to Survival, November 2006, “Nuclear Proliferation in Europe: Could It Still Happen,” The Nonproliferation Review, Vol. 13, No. 3, p. 569-579

But there is a dilemma here: The very presence of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe is supposed to contribute to the sense of security and reassurance, limiting any nuclear temptations. Furthermore, a pullout of U.S. nuclear weapons from Europe might send the wrong signal to would-be proliferators in the Greater Middle East. This would be an issue in particular for weapons based in Turkey, which are stationed very close to Iran and Syria. (Note, in this regard, that the withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons from South Korea in 1992 did nothing to stop North Korea's nuclear program.) Given the fact that NATO dual-capable aircraft are now on a low level of alert, there is little operational cost in maintaining this presence. The United States and the other members of NATO's integrated military structure should think twice before making any move that would be difficult to reverse.

Whatever its format, the U.S. nuclear umbrella over Europe probably remains the most important factor for dissuading further nuclear proliferation on the continent. The acceptance of new members such as Ukraine, or perhaps one day Serbia, would ensure that such countries will remain fairly immune to the nuclear temptation. The prospect of possible EU membership for countries such as Turkey, Ukraine, and Serbia also acts as a disincentive to proliferation. The EU would not admit any country with a military-oriented nuclear program. 

Removing TNWs from Turkey undermines the credibility of the Turkish-Western alliance 

Kibargolu 5 – Mustafa Kibargolu, Professor of International Relations at Bilkent University, Ankara, December 2005, “Isn’t It Time to Say Farewell to Nukes in Turkey?,” European Security, Vol. 14, No. 4, p. 443-457

Turkish officials consider nuclear weapons more as political weapons than as having a significant military value; they do not seriously think of contingencies where nuclear weapons could or even should be used. Having said that, they do believe in the deterrent value of US nuclear weapons stationed in Turkey. It is true that the Middle East and adjacent regions are far from being peaceful or stable; this situation is unlikely to change soon. Adding to the unrest arising from the political situation in Iraq, and the Palestine/Israel conflict, is Iran’s substantial nuclear development program that may have weapons development potential. Uncertainty about Iran’s capabilities as well as its intentions further complicate threat assessments by Turkish officials. Hence, retaining US nukes in Turkey ‘to be on the safe side’ sounds like a better option to them. However, the fundamental reason why Turkish officials want to keep the weapons has more to do with the nature and the scope of Turkish/American relations in particular, and Turkey’s place in the Western alliance in general. First and foremost, the deployment of the remaining tactical nuclear weapons in Turkey is believed to strengthen the bonds between the US and Turkey; these bonds were severely strained during and after the crisis in Iraq in late 2002 and neither party got what it wanted.24 Withdrawing the US nuclear weapons from Turkey during such a delicate period could weaken the bonds in the longstanding strategic alliance (or the ‘partnership’ as many Turkish and American analysts would prefer to term it).

Turkish officials also see the deployment of these weapons as part of the ‘burden sharing’ principle within the Alliance. They would prefer that some other allies also continue to host US nuclear weapons on their soil, if only in symbolic numbers. Then Turkey would not stand out as the only country in NATO that retains US nuclear weapons in Europe. Reportedly, there are some 480 tactical US nuclear weapons that are still deployed in a handful of NATO allies.25 The significance of retaining American nuclear weapons in Europe is said to be to ‘anchor the US to the Continent’ especially in an age when the transatlantic ties are seemingly weakened due to the diverging views over the US war on Iraq. Otherwise, it is feared that the ‘isolationist’ view and those who advocate the idea of ‘disengagement’ in the US may have the upper hand in American domestic politics. It is believed that such an eventuality could cause further deterioration in transatlantic relations, and might not make either side better off politically, economically or militarily.

Having expressed their desire to keep US nuclear weapons in Turkey at the expense of the political and economic burden attached to them, Turkish officials also point out a serious concern regarding the true desire of the American administration. They worry that the US may have secretly developed (or may be in the process of developing) new weapons systems, which may not necessitate overseas deployment. Should this be the case, Turkish officials fear that the solidarity principle may be seriously hurt and the Alliance may lose its spirit and its ‘raison d’eˆtre’.26

Link---Turkey---Tactical Nuclear Weapons 

Removing Turkish TNWs sparks broad fears about NATO’s credibility 

Thränert 9 – Dr. Oliver Thränert, Senior Fellow, German Institute for International and Security Affairs, December 2009, “NATO, Missile Defense and Extended Deterrence,” Survival, Vol. 51, No. 6, p. 63-76

Extended deterrence has always been a complicated endeavour, particularly because credible deterrence is not the same as credible reassurance for allies. During the Cold War, there were numerous discussions within NATO about the requirements for extended deterrence, with the United States often differing from European allies directly exposed to the Soviet threat. Today, things are becoming even more complicated within the Alliance.

Eastern Europeans particularly value America's presence in Europe to counterbalance Russia in light of their 40 years as unwilling parts of the Soviet empire, which distinguishes them from NATO members who experienced the Cold War from the other side of the Iron Curtain. Today, many new NATO members view Russia as increasingly authoritarian, and Moscow's foreign and security policy as assertive, if not aggressive. After the Caucasus crisis of 2008 Eastern Europeans feel the need more than ever to engage the United States militarily in Europe for their protection. These new NATO members are likely to oppose any development that might lead to the imminent withdrawal of US nuclear forces from Europe, fearing a weakening of the US commitment. But threat perceptions do not only differ between NATO members old and new. While Norway does not share the Eastern Europeans' Cold War experiences, it is increasingly concerned about Russian security policy, not least because Moscow has re-introduced its former practice of strategic bomber patrols over the North Sea. Turkey does not worry so much about Moscow, but is concerned about developments in Iran more than other NATO countries. Ankara has a reasonably sound working relationship with Tehran, but from the Turkish perspective its basis is a balance of power between the countries. If Iran were to develop nuclear weapons this balance would change.

Given these threat perceptions, a full-scale debate about US nuclear withdrawal from Europe could trigger a controversy that would undermine NATO cohesion. Many members could lose confidence in the Alliance's defence commitments in general, and the US commitment to defend Europe in particular. Ending the US nuclear presence in Europe would also end Allies' influence on NATO's nuclear policymaking. Only Washington and London would remain directly involved in NATO nuclear policy (even now that France has become a full NATO member, Paris still does not participate in Nuclear Planning Group meetings). True, the Nuclear Planning Group would continue to work, but it would quickly lose its salience, and NATO members would lose their nuclear competences.

Link---Turkey---Tactical Nuclear Weapons 

Withdrawing TNWs from Turkey signals weakness to Iran and destroys NATO alliance cohesion 

Sokov 9 - Nikolai Sokov, Senior Research Associate at the MIIS Center for Nonproliferation Studies, July 2009, “Issue 4: Tactical (Substrategic) Nuclear Weapons,” in Four Emerging Issues in Arms Control, Disarmament, and Nonproliferation: Opportunities for German Leadership, online: http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/090717_german_leadership/german_leadership_6_issue_4.pdf

On the other hand, Turkey and new NATO members in Eastern Europe are more eager to retain American tactical nuclear weapons to insure against a resurgent Russia or a more capable Iran, just as they show greater interest in the European leg of the U.S. missile defense system. They also see the presence of the weapons as a means of insuring that the alliance remains focused on territorial defense rather than shifting to out-of-area efforts, such as the conflict in Afghanistan or the effort to inject NATO into areas such as arms control and nonproliferation.

The Obama administration has already raised concerns among NATO’s Eastern European members by its decision to slow deployment of the U.S. missile defense system in Poland and the Czech Republic. This slowdown may be particularly painful because the latter countries have invested considerable political resources to push through the decision to deploy the defenses that were perceived as highly important for Washington, but faced considerable opposition domestically in the two Eastern European states. Withdrawing TNW, a perceived symbol of U.S. commitment, in this light—and so soon after the conflict in Georgia—carries risks for alliance cohesion, regardless of the weapons’ military utility. Likewise, the wavering response of NATO to Turkish requests for conventional deployments in the run-up to the 1991 and 2003 Iraq wars, the ongoing tension between Turkey and the EU over the former’s membership in the Union, and the bitter legacy of Turkish-U.S. relations in the Bush administration have raised questions in Ankara about NATO’s commitment to its security that would be seriously exacerbated by the removal of TNW from that country.

Link---Turkey---Tactical Nuclear Weapons---2NC Prolif DA

Nuclear withdrawal destroys the credibility of NATO’s security guarantee---causes Turkish prolif

Thränert 8 - Dr. Oliver Thränert, Senior Fellow, German Institute for International and Security Affairs, December 10, 2008, “U.S. Nuclear Forces in Europe to Zero? Yes, But Not Yet,” Carnegie Proliferation Analysis, online: http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=print&id=22533

Second: Nonproliferation within NATO. The U.S. nuclear presence in Europe was always intended to prevent nuclear proliferation within the Alliance. Without a clearly demonstrated nuclear deterrent provided by U.S. nuclear weapons based at Incirlik, Turkey could have further doubts about the reliability of NATO's commitment to its security. Turkey already feels let down by NATO's ambivalent response to its calls for support in the Iraq wars of 1991 and 2003. Sitting on the outer edge of the alliance, facing a nuclear-weapon-capable Iran, and possibly feeling that NATO’s nuclear security guarantee would not actually be extended to it in a crisis, Turkey could seek to develop countervailing nuclear capabilities of its own.

That causes a regional war 

Kibaroglu 5 – Bilkent University in Ankara - Mustafa, “Beyond Iran:  The Risk of a Nuclearizing Middle East”  February 9, www.iranwatch.org/privateviews/WINEP/perspex-winep-beyondiran-rapporteur-021505.htm

An additional factor is the perceived weakness of NATO, which is seen as being in a protracted process of soul searching since the end of the Cold War. Moreover, NATO, which used to be the international organization most trusted by the Turks, turned down Turkey's request to enact Article 4 of the North Atlantic Treaty in the days leading up to the United States war in Iraq.  Furthermore, a huge number of Turks are unhappy with the policies of the United States toward the Kurdish groups in northern Iraq, a region that was ruled by the Turks for centuries and then lost to the British after the demise of the Ottoman Empire. Many believe that the United States is helping the Kurds build an independent state, regardless of what the American diplomats are asserting publicly. Some even argue that a confrontation with the United States over northern Iraq is a scenario, if a far-fetched one. Having heard what was said and written in U.S. media after the failure of the troop-basing resolution in the Turkish Parliament on March 1, 2003, many that Turks maintain Turkey must be powerful against the United States.  Turkey should not develop a nuclear weapons capability. Turkey does not need to possess nuclear weapons to protect itself from its rivals. A Turkish nuclear weapons capability would lead to the closure of NATO's nuclear umbrella, which is still a credible deterrent. Also, such an eventuality could, in the future, bring more trouble to Turkey in the form of war by proxy by the country's neighbors.

Middle East war goes nuclear 

Steinbach 2 – John Steinbach, Hiroshima/Nagasaki Peace Committee, March 2002, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/02.03/0331steinbachisraeli.htm

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

Link---Turkey/Europe Withdrawal

U.S. withdrawal from Europe inspires Russian expansionism---causes war 
Kagan 7 – Robert Kagan, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, August-September 2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Policy Review, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html

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.

Internal Link---Resolve Key to Heg

Resolve and credibility are key to heg---weakness invites revisionist powers to challenge U.S. dominance 

Fettweis 4 – Christopher Fettweis, Professor at the U.S. Army War College, December 2004, “Resolute Eagle or Paper Tiger? Credibility, Reputation and the War on Terror,” online: http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p67147_index.html

The credibility of a state forms the basis of its reputation, which is little more than an impression of fundamental national character that serves as a guide for others trying to anticipate future actions.12 The loss of credibility can lead to reputations for weakness, fecklessness, and irresolution, which, the thinking goes, emboldens enemies and discourages the loyalty of allies. Credibility can be damaged in many ways, depending on the situation and the observer, but perhaps the surest is to fail to rise to a challenge or to pursue a goal with sufficient resolve. By doing so, a state may earn a reputation for irresolution, which can encourage more aggressive actions by revisionist powers.13 Threats made by a state without credibility may not be believed, inspiring the aggressor to press his advantage, which may lead to a challenge to an interest that is truly vital making a major war unavoidable. Thus the credibility imperative is also intimately related to the post-war American obsession with “appeasement,” which is of course a code word for a show of weakness that inadvertently encourages an aggressor.

U.S. credibility and resolve’s key to heg and global stability 

Fettweis 4 – Christopher Fettweis, Professor at the U.S. Army War College, December 2004, “Resolute Eagle or Paper Tiger? Credibility, Reputation and the War on Terror,” online: http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p67147_index.html

If decision makers interpreted interests along material lines, then analysts of foreign policy would need to look no further in order to explain state behavior. However, time and again nations take on tasks that appear to be counter to what a rational evaluation of interests would recommend – to borrow Barbara Tuchman’s memorable phrase, they engage in a “march of folly.”6 How could U.S. policymakers fail to disengage from Vietnam, for instance, when it was clear that the costs in blood and treasure were not proportional to any potential benefits that could conceivably be gained from an anti-communist South Vietnam? To prominent realists such as Hans Morgenthau and Kenneth Waltz, intervention in isolated, resource-poor Vietnam was irrational, “moralistic” and mistaken. Only “if developments in Vietnam might indeed tilt the world’s balance in America’s disfavor,” argued Waltz, would the war be worthwhile.7 They did not, of course – from a material perspective, Vietnam was next to irrelevant to U.S. national security. Clearly some other compelling forces had to be at work.

State behavior cannot be explained absent an understanding of the forces at work within the human mind. Intangible interests, ones whose roots are psychological and inherently unmeasurable, often drive decisions in directions inexplicable to the empirical analyst. The war in Vietnam was fought more to send messages to adversaries, allies and neutrals than in pursuit of any material benefits that victory would bring. Diplomatic historian Robert McMahon spoke for the vast majority of observers when he argued that Vietnam’s importance did not derive from tangible interests, but “primarily from the meanings that others would ascribe to American actions there.”8 The reputation and credibility of the United States was at stake, or so decision-makers thought, and those were assets well worth a fight.

One cannot understand the major U.S. foreign policy actions – from Korea to Iraq – without understanding the messages that policymakers hoped to send through their actions. The conventional wisdom holds that a healthy reputation of the United States is absolutely vital for not only its national security, but for the very maintenance of world order and peace. It is this belief, which McMahon has called the “credibility imperative,” that has driven action in consistent and observable ways since the end of World War II.9

Internal Link---Resolve Key to Heg/Unipolarity 

Foreign policy credibility’s uniquely important under unipolarity---every adversary’s a possible great power challenger

Tang 5 – Shiping Tang, associate research fellow and deputy director of the Center for Regional Security Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences in Beijing, January-March 2005, “Reputation, Cult of Reputation, and International Conflict,” Security Studies, Vol. 14, No. 1, p. 34-62

The logic laid out above suggests that concern for reputation will be most severe for the lone superpower under unipolarity. The strategic environment under unipolarity actually resembles that of a "chain-store paradox" game, in which the superpower is the monopolist, while all the rest of the world is the potential challenger.109 Therefore, we would expect the lone superpower to defend its reputation even more ardently. Since the structural imperative to maintain the stability of the unipolar world points in the same direction,110 the lone superpower is likely to get involved more, not less, often.

So far, the sole superpower has indeed acted more, not less, often in the post cold war period, despite the call of "Come home, America,"111 and the concern for reputation looms large behind the superpower's action each time. Secretary of State James Baker's testimony in the prelude to the Gulf war perfectly reflected the reasoning of the monopolist in a "chain-store paradox" game, with a concern for reputation and credibility clearly in his mind: "The current crisis is the first opportunity to... reinforce the standards for civilised behavior found in the United Nations Charter, to help shape a more peaceful international order----So it is our view, Mr. Chairman, that we must sei-^e this opportunity to solidify the ground rule of the new order!9112 Similarly, Clinton's decision to make war on Kosovo was driven at least partly by the desire to preserve the United States's reputation as the sole superpower.113

Following the logic laid out above, we should predict that under multipo-larity, great powers would be less concerned with reputation, and they would choose the option of "doing nothing" (including "buck-passing" and waiting) more frequently than they would under either a bipolar or a unipolar structure. Indeed, during the multipolarity that prevailed prior to the Second World War, when they perceived that defense was dominant, the United Kingdom, France, and the Soviet Union all tried to pass the buck. The possible loss of reputation was certainly not a major concern for these three countries.114

Internal Link---Single Withdrawals Spill Over---Rogues

U.S. weakness in one theater spills over globally

Henriksen 99 – Thomas H. Henriksen, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, senior fellow at the U.S. Joint Special Operations University, February 1999, “Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States,” Hoover Essays in Public Policy, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/epp/2846256.html?show=essay

In today's globally interconnected world, events on one side of the planet can influence actions on the other side, meaning that how the United States responds to a regional rogue has worldwide implications. Rogue leaders draw conclusions from weak responses to aggression. That Iraq's president, Saddam Hussein, escaped unpunished for his invasion of Kuwait no doubt emboldened the Yugoslav president, Slobodan Milosevic, in his campaign to extirpate Muslims from Bosnia-Herzegovina in pursuit of a greater Serbia. Deterring security threats is a valuable mechanism to maintain peace, as witnessed by the cold war, and it may afford the only realistic option available. But in dealing with rogue states deterrence and containment may not be enough. Before NATO intervened in the Bosnia imbroglio in 1995, to take one example, the ethno-nationalist conflict raised the specter of a wider war, drawing in the neighboring countries of Greece, Turkey, and Russia.

Political inaction creates vacuums, which can suck in states to fill the void. Although the United States does not want to be the world's sheriff, living in a world without law and order is not an auspicious prospect. This said, it must be emphasized that the United States ought not intervene militarily in every conflict or humanitarian crisis. Indeed, it should pick its interventions with great care. Offering Washington's good offices to mediate disputes in distant corners is one thing; dispatching armed forces to far-flung deserts, jungles, or mountains is quite another.

A global doctrine setting forth all-inclusive guidelines is difficult to cast in stone. Containment, the doctrine articulated in response to Soviet global ambitions, offered a realistic guideline for policymakers. A similar response to rogue states cannot be easily cloned for each contingency but may require the United States to corral allies or partners into a unified policy, as circumstances dictate. But watching rogue behavior with complacency or relying on the United Nations courts disaster in the age of weapons of mass destruction.

Most incidents of civil turmoil need not engage U.S. military forces. Regrettable as the bloody civil war in Sri Lanka is, it demands no American intervention, for the ethnic conflict between the secessionist Tamil minority and the Sinhalese majority is largely an internal affair. Political turmoil in Cambodia is largely a domestic problem. Even the civil war in the Congo, which has drawn in small military forces from Uganda, Rwanda, Angola, and Zimbabwe, is a Central African affair. Aside from international prodding, the simmering Congolese fighting is better left to Africans to resolve than to outsiders. In the case of the decades-long slaughter in southern Sudan, the United States can serve a humanitarian cause by calling international attention to Khartoum's genocide of Christian and animist peoples. These types of conflicts, however, do not endanger U.S. strategic interests, undermine regional order, threaten global commercial relationships, or, realistically, call for direct humanitarian intervention. No weapons of mass destruction menace surrounding peoples or allies. Thus, there is no compelling reason for U.S. military deployment.

Terrorist rogue states, in contrast, must be confronted with robust measures, or the world will go down the same path as it did in the 1930s, when Europe and the United States allowed Nazi Germany to propagate its ideology across half a dozen states, to rearm for a war of conquest, and to intimidate the democracies into appeasement. Rogue states push the world toward anarchy and away from stability. Zbigniew Brzezinski, the former national security adviser to President Carter, cited preventing global anarchy as one of the two goals of "America's global engagement, namely, that of forging an enduring framework of global geopolitical cooperation." The other key goal is "impeding the emergence of a power rival."4

Rogues perceive U.S. withdrawals in one region as confirmation of global weakness---inspires challenges

Schoff et al 9 – Mr. James L. Schoff, associate director of Asia-Pacific Studies at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis; Dr. Jacquelyn K. Davis, executive VP of IFPA; Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff Jr., Professor of International Security Studies at Tufts University; Dr. Charles M. Perry, VP and director of studies of IFPA, February 2009, “Updating U.S. Deterrence Concepts and Operational Planning,” online: http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Updating_US_Deterrence_Concepts.pdf

If the notion of tailored deterrence is key to 21st century deterrence planning, so, too, is the recognition that while deterrence must be regionally focused, it must still have global relevance. In other words, how we deal with North Korea will have implications and “lessons-learned” for how we deal with an Iranian leadership on the brink of crossing the nuclear threshold. This is evident from IFPA’s recent assessments of nuclear trends in both countries, as is the fact that U.S. partners and potential adversaries are watching us very closely, and are deriving lessons for themselves from innovations in U.S. defense and deterrence planning. Indeed, there is some evidence that Iran’s pursuit of nuclear weapons follows to some extent from North Korea’s defiance in the Six-Party Talks, and that the Iranian leadership perceives nuclear weapons as one way to deter U.S. attempts to bring down the regime in Tehran. Likewise, as Japan and the United States engage in operational planning discussions about North Korea and Taiwan, Japanese policy elites are striving to assess the degree to which NATO’s extended deterrence experiences and formats—particularly, the deployment of U.S. nuclear weapons on European soil and NATO’s nuclear consultations on an Alliance-wide level—may apply to future U.S.-Japanese security cooperation that might include a more explicit link to forward-deployed U.S. nuclear forces and shared nuclear decision-making. This is occurring, as will be discussed below, at a time when the NATO allies themselves are about to embark on their own new assessment of defense and deterrence planning for the new era, including the ongoing utility of NATO nuclear forces.

Internal Link---Single Withdrawals Spill Over---China 

Great-power adversaries like China perceive regional withdrawals as a signal of low resolve 

Henriksen 99 – Thomas H. Henriksen, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, senior fellow at the U.S. Joint Special Operations University, February 1999, “Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States,” Hoover Essays in Public Policy, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/epp/2846256.html?show=essay

Low points in American determination and leadership, such as the North Korean negotiations, did not go unnoticed. U.S. reactions encouraged Iraq's recalcitrance in its dealings with U.N. arms inspectors, accounted for North Korea's later face-off with Washington over demands to open its underground facilities to inspection (while demanding $500 million to discontinue missile exports), and bolstered Serbia's reluctance, in the face of U.S.-led NATO efforts, to halt the bloodshed first in Bosnia and then in Kosovo. A high-ranking Chinese military officer, Lieutenant General Xiong Guangkai, deputy chief of China's general staff, reportedly declared in 1995, in response to an American's unofficial warnings that Washington might react militarily to a Beijing attack on Taiwan, "No, you won't. We've watched you in Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, and you don't have the will."15

Internal Link---Global Diplomatic Influence 

Declining military power destroys global U.S. diplomatic influence 

Holmes 9 – Kim R. Holmes, Ph.D., Vice President for Foreign and Defense Policy Studies and Director of the Davis Institute for International Studies at the Heritage Foundation, June 1, 2009, “Sustaining American Leadership with Military Power,” online: http://s3.amazonaws.com/thf_media/2009/pdf/sr0052.pdf

The consequences of hard-power atrophy will be a direct deterioration of America’s 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 that is concerned primarily with the potential decline of U.S. military primacy and the implications that this decline would have 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. Only by retaining a “big stick” can the United States succeed in advancing its diplomatic priorities. Only by building a full-spectrum military force can America reassure its many friends and allies and count on their future support.

Impact---Resolve---Laundry List 

Foreign policy resolve’s key to prevent a host of impacts---now’s key 

Chapin and Hanson 9 – Bernard Chapin- interviewer, and Victor Davis Hanson, the Martin and Illie Anderson senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, December 7, 2009, “Change, weakness, disaster,” online: http://pajamasmedia.com/blog/change-weakness-disaster-obama-answers-from-victor-davis-hanson/

BC: Are we currently sending a message of weakness to our foes and allies? Can anything good result from President Obama’s marked submissiveness before the world? Dr. Hanson: Obama is one bow and one apology away from a circus. The world can understand a kowtow gaffe to some Saudi royals, but not as part of a deliberate pattern. Ditto the mea culpas. Much of diplomacy rests on public perceptions, however trivial. We are now in a great waiting game, as regional hegemons, wishing to redraw the existing landscape — whether China, Venezuela, Iran, North Korea, Pakistan, Syria, etc. — are just waiting to see who’s going to be the first to try Obama — and whether Obama really will be as tenuous as they expect. If he slips once, it will be 1979 redux, when we saw the rise of radical Islam, the Iranian hostage mess, the communist inroads in Central America, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, etc. BC: With what country then — Venezuela, Russia, Iran, etc. — do you believe his global repositioning will cause the most damage? Dr. Hanson: I think all three. I would expect, in the next three years, Iran to get the bomb and begin to threaten ever so insidiously its Gulf neighborhood; Venezuela will probably cook up some scheme to do a punitive border raid into Colombia to apprise South America that U.S. friendship and values are liabilities; and Russia will continue its energy bullying of Eastern Europe, while insidiously pressuring autonomous former republics to get back in line with some sort of new Russian autocratic commonwealth. There’s an outside shot that North Korea might do something really stupid near the 38th parallel and China will ratchet up the pressure on Taiwan. India’s borders with both Pakistan and China will heat up. I think we got off the back of the tiger and now no one quite knows whom it will bite or when.

Impact---Resolve---Laundry List 

U.S. resolve is key to alliances, stopping terrorism and prolif  

Gaffney, 1/1/2000 (Frank – president of the Center for Security Policy, American power – for what, Commentary, p. lexis)

Fundamentally, we agree that the main threat arises not from the United States' being too powerful but from its being perceived abroad as weak and irresolute. That perception, alas, is generally the result of our acting that way at home--a phenomenon all too much in evidence during the Clinton years. It is no coincidence that during this period we have witnessed serious erosion in America's alliances, escalating proliferation, an ominous "strategic partnership" being forged between the Russians and Chinese, and the growing power of rogue states and terrorist organizations. These are tectonic shifts in the geopolitical plate structure with which we will have to contend for years to come.

Alliances prevent nuclear war

Ross, Winter 1998/1999 (Douglas – professor of political science at Simon Fraser University, Canada’s functional isolationism and the future of weapons of mass destruction, International Journal, p. lexis)

Thus, an easily accessible tax base has long been available for spending much more on international security than recent governments have been willing to contemplate. Negotiating the landmines ban, discouraging trade in small arms, promoting the United Nations arms register are all worthwhile, popular activities that polish the national self-image. But they should all be supplements to, not substitutes for, a proportionately equitable commitment of resources to the management and prevention of international conflict – and thus the containment of the WMD threat. Future American governments will not ‘police the world’ alone. For almost fifty years the Soviet threat compelled disproportionate military expenditures and sacrifice by the United States. That world is gone. Only by enmeshing the capabilities of the United States and other leading powers in a co-operative security management regime where the burdens are widely shared does the world community have any plausible hope of avoiding warfare involving nuclear or other WMD.
Terrorism causes global nuclear war

Patrick Speice, JD, 2006, William & Mary Law Review, February, p. 1437-8

The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses.  Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States or its allies by hostile states,  as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons.

Proliferation causes nuclear war

Utgoff, Summer 2002 (Victor – deputy director for strategy, forces and resources division at the Institute for Defense Analysis, Survival, p. OUP Journals)

Widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand.  Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s.  With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear "six-shooters" on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.

Impact---Resolve---Global Stability 

Perception of declining U.S. resolve inspires global challenges by rogues 

Silverberg 6 (Mark – Ariel Center for Policy Research, 5/31/2006, Only resolve is respected, p. http://www.jfednepa.org/mark%20silverberg/onlyresolve.html)

In the Arab world, only resolve is respected. Outrage can be generated against America by portraying America to the Arab masses as a bully. But to physically attack America (as happened on 9/11), or American interests abroad (as in the cases of the embassy bombings and the USS Cole), requires that America also be depicted as weak and vulnerable. It is this perception of America, in the eyes of the Arab world, that represents the greatest threat to Western civilization because Arab misperceptions about America have led to wars. Acts of terrorism are encouraged by the belief that America is essentially weak, vulnerable, and capable of being brought to its knees by a high body-bag count before it has achieved its strategic objectives. It has been this perceived “softness” that has encouraged terrorists like al Qaeda and rogue nations like Iraq, Iran and Syria to act against America and American interests abroad. In the Middle Eastern mindset, it is fatal for any nation to be perceived as weak and vulnerable. And, in many ways, our actions and reactions have led to their perceptions. The explosion of Islamic terror and the threats of mass destruction from an Iraqi tyrant armed with nuclear or biological weapons could have been prevented. For example, in the 90’s, the decade of denial, hesitation and prevarication, U.S. foreign policy consisted of Bill Clinton desperately seeking a legacy, running America by opinion polls, sending cruise missiles to blow up empty tents in the Afghan desert, signing agreements with dictators based on the belief that America would be "safe," and seeing attacks and provocations as nothing more than a series of separate and unrelated criminal acts rather than as a sustain organized military assault on America. The assumption in those days, according to Claudia Rosett writing in the Wall Street Journal recently, was that “what we didn’t acknowledge, really couldn’t hurt us. As long as we got dictators to sign on the dotted line, we’d be safe......protected by the paperwork that said so.” Decisions to use force were avoided to prevent a confrontation with the Arab and Islamic world, and also in the naive hope that these threats would simply disappear. As a consequence, America focused on the arrest and trial of “the criminals,” protecting buildings rather than tracking down the terrorists and neutralizing their funders, planners, organizers and commanders. Worse, America relied on metal detectors, security guards, electronic surveillance and trials rather than ships, aircraft, soldiers and human intelligence. America studied the acts of terror as distinct from the ideology of the terrorist. It failed to recognize that the cumulative effect of these acts against America and American interests abroad were part of a sustained assault on this country. And our enemies perceived this as American vulnerability. The result was inevitable. This policy of "self-deception" led to the monstrous growth of al Qaeda, the naive Oil-for-Food shell-game with Iraq, the Oslo Accords, and the 1994 "Agreed Framework" with North Korea whereby America proclaimed “peace on the Korean peninsula” in return for allowing North Korea (a soon-to-be-member of the Axis of Evil) food, oil and the wiggle-room necessary to continue making (and marketing) missiles, chemical and biological weapons, and ultimately, its own nuclear weapon. The North Korean fiasco was not the only attempt during the Clinton era at what Charles Krauthammer refers to as "paper diplomacy." The bloodiest farce was the Oslo "peace" Accords between Israel and the Palestinians. President Clinton insisted that it be signed on the White House lawn under his upraised arms. He then spent the next seven years brokering one new agreement after another while declaring the peace "irreversible." He knew it was so because Yasser Arafat had promised - in writing - an end to violence and terrorism. Then Arafat decided to start up the violence and terrorism in September 2000, bringing on the worst Israeli-Palestinian bloodshed in decades and leaving the Clinton "paper-pushers" surprised. The absurd UN-run Oil-for-Food program with Iraq was another piece of paper based on the false assumption that Saddam Hussein would respect the written rules crafted by the world’s most hapless bureaucracy - the UN. Needless to say, he didn’t respect the rules, used Syria and Iran to bypass them, and now, he too is on the verge of acquiring nuclear weapons. For too long, America has deluded itself into a false sense of security based upon the written word of dictators, and this delusion has lead to the Arab perception of American weakness. Written agreements didn't work well with Hitler or Mussolini and they still don't. Unfortunately, the Oil-for-Food program, the Oslo Accords and the Korean Agreed Framework were not isolated incidents. The Arab states and al Qaeda took cognizance of the fact that the U.S., in the past, also failed to respond aggressively to many terrorist attacks against its own citizens in Beirut, in Tanzania, in Kenya and in Somalia; stood by while Americans were seized as hostages in Iran and Lebanon; let Saddam Hussein remain in power after the Gulf War (while letting the Shah fall in Iran); and pressured Israel, its ally, to make dangerous strategic concessions while simultaneously courting Israel’s enemies and allowing its prized Arab-Israeli peace process to be destroyed. This policy also led the Chinese to conclude that “the United States is a superpower in decline, losing economic, political and military influence around the world,” according to the congressionally-mandated U.S.-China Security Review Commission. The Commission also noted that “Chinese analysts believe that the United States cannot and will not sustain casualties in pursuit of its vital interests.” That is, America is "soft." And China is far from alone in holding this opinion. America’s perceived decline into weakness and its questionable “staying power” in pursuit of its strategic objectives has served as a call to arms to the monsters of the world.  Astute Middle Eastern observers have made much of the United States' post-Vietnam loathing for foreign adventures, and America's enemies have listened. In the 1970s, when many Iranians worried that American power would destroy their revolution if it went too far, Khomeini told them not to worry, saying America "won't do a damn thing." And as recently as 1998, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, Khomeini's successor, insisted there was no need to negotiate with the United States since Tehran had shown that Washington was “too weak to be feared or heeded.” 

Impact---Resolve---Global Stability 

U.S. foreign policy credibility’s key to prevent a host of challenges to global stability 

Zakaria 8 – Fareed - editor of Newsweek International, November 29, 2008, “Wanted: A New Grand Strategy”, Newsweek, p. lexis

The "Global Trends" report identifies several worrying aspects of the new international order—competition for resources like oil, food, commodities and water; climate change; continued terrorist threats; and demographic shifts. But the most significant point it makes is that these changes are taking place at every level and at great speed in the global system. Nations with differing political and economic systems are flourishing. Subnational groups, with varied and contradictory agendas, are on the rise. Technology is increasing the pace of change. Such ferment is usually a recipe for instability. Sudden shifts can trigger sudden actions—terrorist attacks, secessionist outbreaks, nuclear brinksmanship. The likelihood of instability might increase because of the economic crisis. Despite some booms and busts—as well as 9/11 and the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq—the world has been living through an economic golden age. Global growth has been stronger for the past five years than in any comparable period for almost five decades. Average per capita income has risen faster than in any such period in recorded history. But that era is over. The next five years are likely to be marked by slow growth, perhaps even stagnation and retreat, in certain important areas. What will be the political effects of this slowdown? Historically, economic turmoil has been accompanied by social unrest, nationalism and protectionism. We might avoid these dangers, but it is worth being acutely aware of them. At the broadest level, the objective of the United States should be to stabilize the current global order and to create mechanisms through which change—the rise of new powers, economic turmoil, the challenge of subnational groups like Al Qaeda—can be accommodated without overturning the international order. Why? The world as it is organized today powerfully serves America's interests and ideals. The greater the openness of the global system, the better the prospects for trade, commerce, contact, pluralism and liberty. Any strategy that is likely to succeed in today's world will be one that has the active support and participation of many countries. Consider the financial crisis, which several Western governments initially tried to handle on their own. They seemed to forget about globalization—and nothing is more globalized than capital. Belatedly recognizing this, leaders held the G20 meeting in Washington. This was a good first step (though just a first step). Without a coordinated approach, efforts to patch up the system will fail. The same applies not just to "soft" problems of the future—pandemics, climate change—but to current security challenges as well. The problem of multilateralism in Afghanistan—a place where everyone claims to be united in the struggle—is a sad test case for the future. Thirty-seven nations, operating with the blessing of the United Nations and attacking an organization that has brutally killed civilians in dozens of countries, are still unable to succeed. Why? There are many reasons, but it does not help that few countries involved—from our European allies to Pakistan—are genuinely willing to put aside their narrow parochial interests for a broader common one. Terrorism in South Asia generally requires effective multinational cooperation. Business as usual will produce terrorism that will become usual. National rivalries, some will say, are in the nature of international politics. But that's no longer good enough. Without better and more sustained cooperation, it is difficult to see how we will solve most of the major problems of the 21st century. The real crisis we face is not one of capitalism or American decline, but of globalization itself. As the problems spill over borders, the demand for common action has gone up. But the institutions and mechanisms to make it happen are in decline. The United Nations, NATO and the European Union are all functioning less effectively than they should be. I hold no brief for any specific institution. The United Nations, especially the Security Council, is flawed and dysfunctional. But we need some institutions for global problem-solving, some mechanisms to coordinate policy. Unless we can find ways to achieve this, we should expect more crises and less success at solving them. In a world characterized by change, more and more countries—especially great powers like Russia and China and India—will begin to chart their own course. That in turn will produce greater instability. America cannot forever protect every sea lane, broker every deal and fight every terrorist group. Without some mechanisms to solve common problems, the world as we have come to know it, with an open economy and all the social and political benefits of this openness, will flounder and perhaps reverse. Now, these gloomy forecasts are not inevitable. Worst-case scenarios are developed so that they can be prevented. And there are many good signs in the world today. The most significant rising power—China—does not seem to seek to overturn the established order (as have many newly rising powers in the past) but rather to succeed within it. Considerable cooperation takes place every day at the ground level, among a large number of countries, on issues from nuclear nonproliferation to trade policy. Sometimes a crisis provides an opportunity. The Washington G20 meeting, for instance, was an interesting portent of a future "post-American" world. Every previous financial crisis had been handled by the IMF, the World Bank or the G7 (or G8). This time, the emerging nations were fully represented. At the same time, the meeting was held in Washington, and George W. Bush presided. The United States retains a unique role in the emerging world order. It remains the single global power. It has enormous convening, agenda-setting and leadership powers, although they must be properly managed and shared with all the world's major players, old and new, in order to be effective. President-elect Obama has powers of his own, too. I will not exaggerate the importance of a single personality, but Obama has become a global symbol like none I can recall in my lifetime. Were he to go to Tehran, for example, he would probably draw a crowd of millions, far larger than any mullah could dream of. Were his administration to demonstrate in its day-to-day conduct a genuine understanding of other countries' perspectives and an empathy for the aspirations of people around the world, it could change America's reputation in lasting ways. This is a rare moment in history. A more responsive America, better attuned to the rest of the world, could help create a new set of ideas and institutions—an architecture of peace for the 21st century that would bring stability, prosperity and dignity to the lives of billions of people. Ten years from now, the world will have moved on; the rising powers will have become unwilling to accept an agenda conceived in Washington or London or Brussels. But at this time and for this man, there is a unique opportunity to use American power to reshape the world. This is his moment. He should seize it.

Impact---Resolve---Terrorism

Military withdrawal inspires terrorism---U.S. lack of resolve is Bin Laden’s favorite arg 

Tunç 8 – Hakan Tunç, Professor of Political Science at Carleton University, Fall 2008, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669

As is well known, Osama bin Laden and his deputy Ayman Zawahiri have repeatedly questioned American military resolve and have depicted America as a ‘‘paper tiger’’ and a ‘‘weak horse’’ that cannot endure a protracted military conflict. Al Qaeda’s leadership, as well as most militants of radical Islam, believe that America lacks resolve due to its decadence, materialism, and life-loving character, all of which weaken the fighting spirit of American troops and enhance the casualty aversion of American society. America’s military technology cannot defeat Muslim fighters who are motivated by religious faith and willing (not to mention, eager) to die in battle. The U.S. withdrawals from Beirut in 1983, Somalia in 1993 and Yemen following the bombing of USS Cole in 2001 are held up as evidence of America’s lack of military resolve. In each of these cases, after sustaining only a few casualties, the United States withdrew from the theater of war.22 The perception that the United States lacks resolve is not restricted to bin Laden and Zawahiri, but is a common theme among jihadists.23

What is unprecedented about these proclamations is that for the first time in history, a main foe of the United States has made a judgment about America’s character and drawn conclusions about American resolve based on dispositional attributes. No other enemy of the United States has so blatantly, persistently, and publicly emphasized U.S. irresoluteness in fighting wars. During the Cold War, even though many American policymakers made assumptions about their country’s reputation and credibility, the Soviet Union never seriously questioned U.S. resolve in dispositional terms. As one historian observed, ‘‘In retrospect, it is apparent that American concern for resolve, in theory and practice, bordered on the neurotic.’’24

Withdrawal boosts terrorists’ recruitment---it’s seen as a victory 

Dennis and Shannon 7 – Michael Dennis, Ph.D. Candidate in Government at the University of Texas-Austin, and Vaughn P. Shannon, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Northern Iowa and Director of UNI’s Center for International Peace and Security Studies, April 2007, “Militant Islam and the Futile Fight for Reputation,” Security Studies, Vol. 16, No. 2, p. 287-317 

So what can the United States and others do given these circumstances? First, since our findings apply only to the converted militants, and not the broader Muslim world or other countries, America's reputation could be viewed differently by audiences with different preconceptions and biases. While we are skeptical that the United States can create reputations for resolution with firmness, withdrawal would further confirm their perceptions of militants' strength and of U.S. irresolution in the face of terrorism and violence. To the extent that certain actions confirm beliefs and can be used to convince others of U.S. irresolution, this is an important consideration.

Perception of U.S. lack of resolve makes us seem defeatable---it’s the key inspiration for terrorism

Dennis and Shannon 7 – Michael Dennis, Ph.D. Candidate in Government at the University of Texas-Austin, and Vaughn P. Shannon, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Northern Iowa and Director of UNI’s Center for International Peace and Security Studies, April 2007, “Militant Islam and the Futile Fight for Reputation,” Security Studies, Vol. 16, No. 2, p. 287-317 

Being motivated to see an adversary as weak leads to a tendency to make analogies that rely on confirmatory behaviors. Our theory suggests that the paper tiger image combines perceptions of an adversary as quantitatively superior but culturally inferior. This combination generates views of an adversary that is aggressive but also weak, vulnerable, spineless, morally bankrupt, and thus, defeatable. The combination of backward and advanced attributes has been found in asymmetric conflict studies and those of ethnic conflict, and explains the ambitious agenda of al Qaeda against the materially stronger United States.55 In short, militant Islamists know their adversary is stronger but think its character is weaker and irresolute. The paper tiger phenomenon, fueled by motivated beliefs and the actions of the paper tiger itself, suggests a strong and evil opponent against whom resistance is not futile; if pushed, they will yield to the just cause and will of the weaker power. Such visions are fed by the motivated biased interpretation of previous actions, completing our quest for the source of reputational analogies. An adversary's withdrawal from battle confirms the reputation formed, blending events and preconceptions.

In analogical terms (AX:BX::AY:BY, where A resembles event B in having characteristic X; A has characteristic Y) therefore it is inferred that B also has characteristic Y, militant Islamist perceptions of desirable superpower withdrawals from Muslim areas would take the following form: Islamist resistance (X) in Lebanon (A) resulted in the withdrawal of an infidel superpower (Y); thus Islamist resistance in Afghanistan, Somalia, and Iraq (B,C,D) will result in the withdrawal of infidel superpowers as well.

The infidel superpower garners a reputation for irresolution when withdrawing from such battles with militant Islam. The militants take credit for the desirable outcomes, but there is a link to the character of the opponent in the analogical story. The superpowers are paper tigers, the type of state that flees in the face of jihad.

What we have presented is a psychologically based alternative to the Mercer thesis that enemies do not generate reputations for their adversaries desired behavior. In our formulation, audience preconceptions and biases matter, as do the actions that either fuel preconceptions or deny such images ammunition. Superpower withdrawals after terrorist actions allow terrorists to believe and perpetrate the paper tiger reputation, confirming a lesson to be applied in future similar arenas.

Impact---Resolve---Terrorism 

Military withdrawals create a perception that the U.S. is irresolute---that gets exploited by terrorists 

Dennis and Shannon 7 – Michael Dennis, Ph.D. Candidate in Government at the University of Texas-Austin, and Vaughn P. Shannon, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Northern Iowa and Director of UNI’s Center for International Peace and Security Studies, April 2007, “Militant Islam and the Futile Fight for Reputation,” Security Studies, Vol. 16, No. 2, p. 287-317 

At the heart of the debate on reputation and terrorism are the “merits of retaliating in order to maintain a credible deterrent to future attacks.”5 Current thinking about reputation and the power of credibility and resolve tend to fall into two camps: those who believe actions affect reputation universally and thus should be fought for, and those who argue that actions do not matter and reputation should never be fought for. The conventional wisdom of rationalist deterrence theory takes a strong form of the former; actions taken during crises today can affect (and perhaps prevent) the crises of tomorrow. These reputational effects are deemed clear and universal in terms of signaling resolve.

Studies applying this logic to terrorism argue that “U.S. responses to crises in Somalia, Haiti, Rwanda, and Kosovo have signaled that the United States can be both risk and casualty adverse when U.S. forces are sent into battle for purposes not clearly aligned with common understanding in the United States of what constitutes a threat.”6 The conventional wisdom suggests that actions speak to one's type and that lessons from one action carry inferences about future actions.7 The core theoretical view is that the perception of the likelihood that one will carry out threats or promises is based on “past actions” of keeping or breaking commitments.8 Thomas Schelling referred to this as the “interdependence of commitments.”9 This logic presumes universal lessons across space and time by all observers: irresolution anywhere will lead to a reputation for irresolution everywhere in the minds of everyone.

Empirically proven---military withdrawal confirms terrorists’ belief in adversary irresolution 

Dennis and Shannon 7 – Michael Dennis, Ph.D. Candidate in Government at the University of Texas-Austin, and Vaughn P. Shannon, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Northern Iowa and Director of UNI’s Center for International Peace and Security Studies, April 2007, “Militant Islam and the Futile Fight for Reputation,” Security Studies, Vol. 16, No. 2, p. 287-317 

As the United States engages in a lengthy counter-insurgency in Iraq, the issue of reputation has resurfaced in the policy debate. In the face of insurgents and al Qaeda elements, administration officials argue for staying the course at least in part due to concerns about American credibility in the global war on terrorism. President George W. Bush expressed the concern that “with every atrocity, they hope that America grows fearful, retreating from the world and forsaking our friends.”1  Bush added that premature withdrawal from Iraq “would vindicate the terrorists' tactics … and invite new attacks on America.”2  The battle with militant Islamists in Iraq raises the issue of whether and how to gain a reputation for resolve or avoid a reputation for irresolution in the face of terror.

The Bush administration's perspective reflects the conventional wisdom about reputation for resolve, namely that actions beget dispositional attributions and affect how countries are viewed in future interactions. Critics of this view suggest the United States need not worry about such reputational concerns. We disagree with both the conventional wisdom and its critics. In opposition to the latter, we argue that reputations for irresolution are formed by actions interpreted by adversaries. But unlike the conventional wisdom, we suggest reputation for resolve cannot be obtained through firmness and caution against blanket presumptions on the universality of perceptions and reputation across all actors and situations. We argue that reputation for irresolution is explained by a combination of preexisting observer biases that filter the actions of states to discount or reread firmness and confirm the irresolution expected of a “paper tiger” adversary, one who is both aggressive (tiger), yet irresolute (paper).

Though the study of reputation and deterrence has a long and fruitful history, few have engaged the full debate in the context of terrorism. So one of our goals is to explore how the reputation debate applied to the militant Islamists at the heart of much of today's terrorism. A common definition of reputation is “a judgment of someone's character (or disposition) that is then used to predict or explain future behavior.”3 In line with this definition and the deterrence literature, we focus on reputation for resolve based on these two core elements of 1) dispositional attributions and beliefs regarding U.S. resolve and 2) the interdependence of attribution across cases. With these two criteria we can place our expectations head to head with existing studies of reputation for resolve.

We adopt Paul Huth's criterion of identifying cases when the defender backed down and look to see if the adversary infers reputation for irresolution.4 We show that the U.S. withdrawal from Lebanon and Somalia, and the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan led to reputational conclusions that both the USSR and the United States were paper tigers who could be pushed out with sufficient force. Each episode emboldened the plotting of future events, indicating an interdependence of events that critics tend not to expect. We argue that the blanket suggestion that reputation never matters is as overly simplified and wrong as the conventional wisdom's contention that it always matters.

Impact---Resolve---Terrorism---AT: Their Defense 

(AT: Resolve/Reputation theory not true---Fettweis/Tang/etc)

Their defense only applies to states---it’s wrong in the context of terrorists’ perception 

Dennis and Shannon 7 – Michael Dennis, Ph.D. Candidate in Government at the University of Texas-Austin, and Vaughn P. Shannon, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Northern Iowa and Director of UNI’s Center for International Peace and Security Studies, April 2007, “Militant Islam and the Futile Fight for Reputation,” Security Studies, Vol. 16, No. 2, p. 287-317 

These critics make important points but have yet to extend or test their theories of reputation in the context of terrorism and militant Islam. Given the salience of the war on terror in current international relations, it is important to explore the theoretical and empirical basis of reputation and war. Robert Jervis notes that states can get reputations but “it is not clear how these reputations are established and maintained.”27  While he and others are rightly skeptical of presuming behavior will influence reputation formation in a uniform or predictable way,28  we lack a clear understanding of the contextual complexities of reputation applied to militant Islam.

We argue that the conventional wisdom is wrong, but that arguments dismissing reputation altogether have shortcomings as well. We agree with Mercer that, “without an explicit theory to tell us how people will interpret behavior, we have no basis on which to determine whether or not a state's retreat furnishes information about its resolve.”29 Contrary to rationalists, who presume actions speak for themselves and are commonly understood by all, Mercer rightly points to variation in perceptions of the same act by different observers. The problem is in Mercer's own rigidity in predefining all adversary firmness as undesirable, claiming desirable behavior will not invoke dispositional judgments, and denying that situational attributions can enter into reputation formation. We contest all of these theoretically and empirically below.

Qualified or contingent views of the interdependence of commitments suggest a middle way, which reputations can form within subsets of audiences or action types. We therefore second Elie Lieberman's conclusion that reputation matters if the structure of the situation remains the same.30 This is the essence of analogical reasoning central to our argument: drawing parallel conclusions about an actor given parallel situations in the mind of the observer. Parting with rationalists, who are optimistic about the clear-eyed analyses of leaders in crisis, we are firmly in the camp that presumes people perceive the world through lenses of context and preconceptions.31 Using a psychological perspective, we offer a theory of biased attribution that explains reputation formation more consistently than either rationalists or their critics.32

Impact---Resolve---China 

Great-power adversaries like China perceive regional withdrawals as a signal of low resolve 

Henriksen 99 – Thomas H. Henriksen, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, senior fellow at the U.S. Joint Special Operations University, February 1999, “Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States,” Hoover Essays in Public Policy, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/epp/2846256.html?show=essay

Low points in American determination and leadership, such as the North Korean negotiations, did not go unnoticed. U.S. reactions encouraged Iraq's recalcitrance in its dealings with U.N. arms inspectors, accounted for North Korea's later face-off with Washington over demands to open its underground facilities to inspection (while demanding $500 million to discontinue missile exports), and bolstered Serbia's reluctance, in the face of U.S.-led NATO efforts, to halt the bloodshed first in Bosnia and then in Kosovo. A high-ranking Chinese military officer, Lieutenant General Xiong Guangkai, deputy chief of China's general staff, reportedly declared in 1995, in response to an American's unofficial warnings that Washington might react militarily to a Beijing attack on Taiwan, "No, you won't. We've watched you in Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, and you don't have the will."15

Chinese perception of weakened U.S. resolve destroys deterrence---causes war 

Christensen 1 (Thomas – professor of politics at Princeton, Spring 2001, “Posing problems without catching up”, International Security, p. ebscohost)

On the active defense side, it appears that China is attempting to import and to build indigenously a fairly impressive layered air defense system to counter cruise missiles and advanced aircraft. In addition to reported clandestine acquisition of Patriot technology, China has purchased and is seeking to purchase from Russia an undisclosed number of SA-10 (S-300) and SA-15 (TOR-1) SAM systems. Some of this Russian technology might be successfully integrated into China's own domestically produced SAM systems, such as the HQ-9. [66] China is also working to develop antistealth and antisatellite capabilities. Even if the Chinese programs have only limited effect against more technologically advanced foes, they may still pose a future security challenge to Taiwan and the United States. If Beijing elites believe that they are in a protracted war of wills over an issue that they care about much more than do the Americans, such as Taiwan, those elites might still be emboldened by the perceived capability--however limited--to increase costs to American and Taiwanese forces and to reduce costs to mainland assets in such a struggle. This problem is only exacerbated by any perceptions that Chinese elites might have about America's supposed limited willingness to fight such protracted wars and to suffer casualties. Implications and Prescriptions for U.S. Strategy If the analysis above is correct, preventing war across the Taiwan Strait and between the United States and China is much more difficult than a straightforward net assessment of relative military power in the region might suggest. To deter China from launching attacks against Taiwan and escalating crises and conflicts by attacking American assets in the region, the United States must do more than demonstrate an ability to prevail militarily in a conflict; it must also demonstrate American resolve and, perhaps, the ability to protect its forces not only from defeat but also from significant harm.

Impact---Hegemony---The Classics 

U.S. leadership prevents global nuclear war 

Khalilzad 95 – Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND, Washington Quarterly, Spring, 1995

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

There’s no viable replacement for U.S. power---collapse leads to apolarity and nuclear war 

Ferguson 4 – Niall Ferguson, Herzog professor of history at New York University's Stern School of Business and senior fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, July-August 2004, Foreign Policy, Issue 143, p. 32. 

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. 

Declining U.S. hegemony causes WMD war across the globe 

Lieber 5 – Robert J. Lieber, Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University, 2005, The American Era: Power and Strategy for the 21st Century, p. 53

Withdrawal from foreign commitments might seem to be a means of evading hostility toward the United States, but the consequences would almost certainly be harmful both to regional stability and to U.S. national interests. Although Europe would almost certainly not see the return to competitive balancing among regional powers (i.e., competition and even military rivalry between France and Germany) of the kind that some realist scholars of international relations have predicted, elsewhere the dangers could increase. In Asia, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan world have strong motivation to acquire nuclear weapons — which they have the technological capacity to do quite quickly. Instability and regional competition could also escalate, not only between India and Pakistan, but also in Southeast Asia involv​ing Vietnam, Thailand, Indonesia, and possibly the Philippines. Risks in the Middle East would be likely to increase, with regional competi​tion among the major countries of the Gulf region (Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Iraq) as well as Egypt, Syria, and Israel. Major regional wars, even​tually involving the use of weapons of mass destruction plus human suffering on a vast scale, floods of refugees, economic disruption, and risks to oil supplies are all readily conceivable.

Impact---Hegemony---Unipolarity Solves War 

Multipolarity causes great power war even if the powers don’t have material reasons to fight  

Wohlforth 9 – William C. Wohlforth, Associate Professor of Government at Dartmouth, January 2009, “Unipolarity, Status Competition, and Great Power War,” World Politics, Vol. 61, No. 1

Most scholars hold that the consequences of unipolarity for great power conflict are indeterminate and that a power shift resulting in a return to bipolarity or multipolarity will not raise the specter of great power war. This article calls into question the core assumptions underlying the consensus: (1) that people are mainly motivated by the instrumental pursuit of tangible ends such as physical security and material prosperity and (2) that major powers’ satisfaction with the status quo is relatively independent of the distribution of capabilities. In fact, it is known that people are motivated powerfully by a noninstrumental concern for relative status, and there is strong empirical evidence linking the salience of those concerns to distributions of resources. If the status of states depends in some measure on their relative capabilities and if states derive utility from status, then different distributions of capabilities may affect levels of satisfaction, just as different income distributions may affect levels of status competition in domestic settings. Building on research in psychology and sociology, the author argues that even capabilities distributions among major powers foster ambiguous status hierarchies, which generate more dissatisfaction and clashes over the status quo. And the more stratified the distribution of capabilities, the less likely such status competition is. Unipolarity thus augurs for great power peace, and a shift back to bipolarity or multipolarity raises the probability of war even among great powers with little material cause to fight.

War is caused by conflicts over status and narrow capabilities gaps – unipolarity makes major war impossible 

Wohlforth 9 – William C. Wohlforth, Associate Professor of Government at Dartmouth, January 2009, “Unipolarity, Status Competition, and Great Power War,” World Politics, Vol. 61, No. 1

The evidence suggests that narrow and asymmetrical capabilities gaps foster status competition even among states relatively confident of their basic territorial security for the reasons identified in social identity theory and theories of status competition. Broad patterns of evidence are consistent with this expectation, suggesting that unipolarity shapes strategies of identity maintenance in ways that dampen status conflict. The implication is that unipolarity helps explain low levels of military competition and conflict among major powers after 1991 and that a return to bipolarity or multipolarity would increase the likelihood of such conflict.

This has been a preliminary exercise. The evidence for the hypotheses explored here is hardly conclusive, but it is sufficiently suggestive to warrant further refinement and testing, all the more so given [End Page 56] the importance of the question at stake. If status matters in the way the theory discussed here suggests, then the widespread view that the rise of a peer competitor and the shift back to a bipolar or multipolar structure present readily surmountable policy challenges is suspect. Most scholars agree with Jacek Kugler and Douglas Lemke’s argument: “[S]hould a satisfied state undergo a power transition and catch up with dominant power, there is little or no expectation of war.” 81 Given that today’s rising powers have every material reason to like the status quo, many observers are optimistic that the rise of peer competitors can be readily managed by fashioning an order that accommodates their material interests.

Yet it is far harder to manage competition for status than for most material things. While diplomatic efforts to manage status competition seem easy under unipolarity, theory and evidence suggest that it could present much greater challenges as the system moves back to bipolarity or multipolarity. When status is seen as a positional good, efforts to craft negotiated bargains about status contests face long odds. And this positionality problem is particularly acute concerning the very issue unipolarity solves: primacy. The route back to bipolarity or multipolarity is thus fraught with danger. With two or more plausible claimants to primacy, positional competition and the potential for major power war could once again form the backdrop of world politics.

Impact---Hegemony/Withdrawal---Asia 

There’s no alternative to U.S. power in Asia---military withdrawal destroys regional stability 

Kupchan 3 – Charles A. Kupchan, Senior Fellow and Director of Europe Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, Spring 2003, Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 118, No. 2

Nonetheless, it is still important for East Asian countries to work toward a regional security structure that is less dependent upon American power. If the United States does practice a more discriminating internationalism in the coming years, East Asia is likely to feel at least some of the consequences. The ongoing crisis on the Korean peninsula could affect the scope and tenor of America's strategic commitment in the region, with both Washington and Seoul in the midst of reevaluating the U.S. presence in Korea. Defending South Korea, at least in terms of public diplomacy, remains one of the main missions justifying America's forward presence in East Asia. If that mission disappears, it may be hard to make the case — in the United States as well as in America's regional allies such as Japan-that America's forward strategic posture should continue in its current form. At a minimum, the United States and East Asia's regional powers should begin a dialogue on how to move toward a more self-sustaining and stable regional order.

Preparing East Asia for less reliance on American power is far more complicated and dangerous than the parallel task in Europe. The key difference is that states in Europe took advantage of America's protective umbrella to deal with the past and pursue an ambitious agenda of regional cooperation and integration. Europeans have accordingly succeeded in fashioning a regional order that is likely to withstand the retraction of American power. In contrast, states in East Asia have hidden behind America's presence, pursuing neither reconciliation nor regional integration. East Asia's major powers remain estranged.

The United States, therefore, faces a severe trade-off in East Asia between the dependence upon American power arising from its predominant role in the region and the intraregional balancing that would ensue in the wake of an American retrenchment. America's sizable military presence keeps the peace and checks regional rivalries. But it also alienates China and holds in place a polarized political landscape. As China's economy and military capability grow, its efforts to balance against the United States could grow more pronounced. Were the United States to reduce its role as regional arbiter and protector, relations with China would likely improve, but at the expense of regional stability. Japan and Korea would no doubt increase their own military capabilities, risking a region-wide arms race and spiraling tensions.

Strong troop presence in Asia is key to stability 

Walt 2 - Stephen Walt, the Robert and Renee Belfer Professor of International Affairs at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, Spring 2002, Naval War College Review, Vol. LV, No. 2, p. 13

The second reason is that the continued deployment of roughly two hundred thousand troops in Europe and in Asia provides a further barrier to conflict in each region. So long as U.S. troops are committed abroad, regional powers know that launching a war is likely to lead to a confrontation with the United States. Thus, states within these regions do not worry as much about each other, because the U.S. presence effectively prevents regional conflicts from breaking out. What Joseph Joffe has termed the “American pacifier” is not the only barrier to conflict in Europe and Asia, but it is an important one. This tranquilizing effect is not lost on America’s allies in Europe and Asia. They resent U.S. dominance and dislike playing host to American troops, but they also do not want “Uncle Sam” to leave.9 Thus, U.S. primacy is of benefit to the United States, and to other countries as well, because it dampens the overall level of international insecurity. World politics might be more interesting if the United States were weaker and if other states were forced to compete with each other more actively, but amore exciting world is not necessarily a better one. A comparatively boring era may provide few opportunities for genuine heroism, but it is probably a good deal more pleasant to live in than “interesting” decades like the 1930s or 1940s. 

Troop withdrawal from Asia sparks prolif and arms races---leads to war 

Lieber 5 – Robert J. Lieber, Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University, 2005, The American Era: Power and Strategy for the 21st Century, p. 174-175

Taken together, these Asian involvements are not without risk, espe​cially vis-a-vis North Korea, China-Taiwan, and the uncertain future of a nuclear-armed Pakistan. Nonetheless, the American engagement provides both reassurance and deterrence and thus eases the secu​rity dilemmas of the key states there, including countries that are America’s allies but remain suspicious of each other. Given the history of the region, an American withdrawal would be likely to trigger arms races and the accelerated proliferation of nuclear weapons. It is thus no exaggeration to describe the American presence as providing the “oxygen” crucial for the region’s stability and economic prosperity37

Impact---Hegemony/Withdrawal---Middle East 

Withdrawal from the Middle East causes a power vacuum and destabilizing security competition 

Kagan 7 – Robert Kagan, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, August-September 2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Policy Review, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html

The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn ’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn ’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again.

Impact---Hegemony---Prolif 

Decline in U.S. hegemony causes global prolif and war 

Barry Posten, MIT Defense and Arms Control Studies, and Andrew Ross, Professor of National Security at the US Army War College, International Security, 1997, p. 15-16

Their strategy serves U.S. interests only if they are narrowly construed. First, though the neo-isolationists have a strong case in their argument that the United States is currently quite secure, disengagement is unlikely to make the United States more secure, and would probably make it less secure. The disappearance of the United States from the world stage would likely precipitate a good deal of competition abroad for security. Without a U.S. presence, aspiring regional hegemons would see more opportunities. States formerly defended by the United States would have to look to their own military power; local arms competitions are to be expected. Proliferation of nuclear weapons would intensify if the U.S. nuclear guarantee were withdrawn. Some states would seek weapons of mass destruction because they were simply unable to compete conventionally with their neighbors. This new flurry of competitive behavior would probably energize many hypothesized immediate causes of war, including preemptive motives, preventive motives, economic motives, and the propensity for miscalculation. There would likely be more war. Weapons of mass destruction might be used in some of these wars, with unpleasant effects even for those not directly involved.

Nuclear war 

Utgoff, Summer 2002 (Victor – deputy director for strategy, forces and resources division at the Institute for Defense Analysis, Survival, p. OUP Journals)

Widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand.  Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s.  With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear "six-shooters" on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.

Impact Magnifier---Loss of Resolve Escalates Conflicts 

Our impact is particularly large---perceived loss of resolve makes states more likely to escalate and intensify conflicts  

Tang 5 – Shiping Tang, associate research fellow and deputy director of the Center for Regional Security Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences in Beijing, January-March 2005, “Reputation, Cult of Reputation, and International Conflict,” Security Studies, Vol. 14, No. 1, p. 34-62

Second, the cult adds still another ingredient for escalation: it exacerbates hostilities between two adversaries in a conflict and makes them less willing to compromise, thus prolonging the rivalry. Indeed, the fear of losing reputation has been a major factor behind states' reluctance to end conflicts.50 Israel's unwillingness to stop its bleeding in southern Lebanon sooner, like the earlier US. reluctance to cut its losses in Vietnam, was in large part due to its fear of losing "the deterrent image," prestige, reputation, and credibility.51 The same holds true for the Soviet Union's reluctance to pull out of Afghanistan's mountains and Vietnam's reluctance to get out of Cambodia's jungle.52

Furthermore, prolonging a crisis or rivalry can cause a state to believe that it has already invested too much reputation to back down. When a second crisis erupts between two previous foes, both sides will be even less willing to compromise, whatever the outcome of the previous conflict might have been. If the previous conflict ended in a draw, both sides now have even more reason to avoid losing. If the previous round ended in one side's defeat, the antagonism may become even more severe: the side that won is unwilling to lose its supposedly hard-won reputation, while the side that lost may stand firm in an attempt to regain its "lost" reputation. Each additional round makes both sides feel that they have more and more reputation at stake in the confrontation, so they are even more reluctant to compromise. Hence, the "lock-in effect" is far more serious in rivalries than in random conflicts.53

The arrival of the second conflict also makes both sides believe that the conflict between them is unresolvable and will remain so for the foreseeable future. This will lead both sides to fear that the other side will deem any slight concession as a sign of weakness, and the fear induces states to believe that even the tiniest compromise at the least significant place might have far-reaching consequences.54 The result is a "paradox of credibility": "in order to buttress its credibility, a nation should intervene in the least significant, the least compelling, and the least rewarding cases, and its reaction should be disproportionate to the immediate provocation or the particular interest at stake."55

Impact Magnifier---AT: Overall Heg/Military Power Checks 

The local balance of military power is the key factor in power projection---overall hard power’s useless without forces in key theaters 

Gerson 9 – Michael S. Gerson, Research analyst @ Center for Naval Analyses, a federally funded research center, where he focuses on deterrence, nuclear strategy, counterproliferation, and arms control, Autumn 2009, “Conventional Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age,” Parameters

Third, and finally, the “local” balance of military power—the balance between the conventional forces of the attacker and those of a defender in the area of conflict—often plays a critical role in conventional deterrence, since it is local forces that will impact an aggressor’s calculations regarding a quick victory.27 If US adversaries seek relatively short and inexpensive wars, and if the key to deterring conventional aggression is convincing those adversaries that they will not be able to achieve such an objective, then credible and effective deterrence requires that US forces be in or near the region, or readily able to deploy, for an immediate response. When the local balance favors the adversary, deterrence is more likely to fail because the regime will calculate that it can achieve a rapid success. When the local balance favors the defender, deterrence is more likely to succeed.28

The importance of the local power balance in deterrence calculations suggests that US conventional superiority in and of itself is not as relevant as some analysts have suggested.29 In fact, the available evidence suggests that overall superiority may be insufficient to establish deterrence. Despite the apparent advantage of conventional superiority in the macro sense, deterrence may still fail if the opponent believes it has a local advantage.

AT: Resolve Not Key To Heg/Impossible to Demonstrate

Even if credibility is impossible to objectively measure, policymakers behave as though it influences state behavior 

Tang 5 – Shiping Tang, associate research fellow and deputy director of the Center for Regional Security Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences in Beijing, January-March 2005, “Reputation, Cult of Reputation, and International Conflict,” Security Studies, Vol. 14, No. 1, p. 34-62

The problem, of course, is that politicians usually do not have such nuanced understandings of credibility, reputation, resolve, and capability24 Too often, they fight for behavioral reputation for resolve and hope to improve their bargaining reputation (thus credibility) in the future. By doing so, they confuse themselves, mislead their domestic audiences, and squander their countries' blood and treasure for the wrong commodity.

In fact, most strategists and politicians have either lumped the two kinds of reputation together or believed that behavioral reputation can easily be converted into bargaining reputation (that is, they have believed that commitments are interdependent or that reputation is fungible). Because developing and maintaining a behavioral reputation for being resolute is desirable, many politicians and strategists undertake certain tasks ex ante to develop such a reputation, without ever questioning whether having a behavioral reputation is possible at all. This practice, as discussed below, informs one central belief behind the cult of reputation.

Perhaps because behavioral reputation is something that may count in the future, moreover, it is the type of reputation about which decisionmakers are most concerned.25 In fact, decisionmakers actually may bargain hard largely because they care more about their future behavioral reputation. This article thus focuses on behavioral reputation for resolve (which hereafter will be referred to as "reputation" unless specified otherwise).

Policymakers believe the theory of foreign policy reputation and credibility 

Fettweis 4 – Christopher Fettweis, Professor at the U.S. Army War College, December 2004, “Resolute Eagle or Paper Tiger? Credibility, Reputation and the War on Terror,” online: http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p67147_index.html

In a very important sense, no state controls its reputation or its credibility, since these concepts exist in the minds of others. As will be discussed below, this observation has led Mercer and others to argue that states are therefore unjustified in their obsession with their credibility, since it is ultimately beyond their control. Although the logic behind this argument is quite compelling, its wisdom has not become apparent to policymakers, who persist in their obsession with the credibility of their nations, their parties, and themselves. Kissinger’s observation that “no serious policymaker could allow himself to succumb to the fashionable debunking of ‘prestige’ or ‘honor’ or ‘credibility’” seems to be just as true for the decision makers of today.14

AT: Hegemony Too Durable/No Challengers

Their defense doesn’t assume U.S. policy changes that undermine heg and military power projection 

Kagan 7 – Robert Kagan, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, August-September 2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Policy Review, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html

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.

AT: Withdrawal Key to Heg/Solving Overstretch 

No risk of collapse from overstretch – the defense budget has historically taken up more GDP than now, and we’ve been fine. 

Schmitt 7 - Gary J. Schmitt, Resident Scholar at the American Enterprise Institute and Director of AEI's Program on Advanced Strategic Studies, June 2007, AEI National Security Outlook, online: http://www.aei.org/publications/pubID.26387,filter.all/pub_detail.asp

And speaking of money, Layne's argument about looming imperial overstretch is itself a stretch. Even with all the problems in Iraq, a war in Afghanistan, and an emerging hedging strategy vis-à-vis China, the defense burden is still barely over 4 percent of the U.S. gross domestic product. The United States has had far higher defense burdens in the past while still retaining its status as the world's economic juggernaut. There may be plenty of reasons to worry about the U.S. economy, but "guns over butter" is not one of them.
Moreover, while pulling back from a forward-leaning defense strategy would undoubtedly save money, offshore balancing would still require the United States to have a major military establishment in reserve if it wanted to be capable of being a decisive player in a game of great power balancing. Is the $100 billion or so saved--or, rather, spent by Congress on "bridges to nowhere"--really worth the loss in global influence that comes from adopting Layne's strategy?

U.S. power is vast enough to allow freedom of action without fear of overstretch – their authors overstate their case 

Brooks & Wohlforth 2 - Stephen G. Brooks, Assistant Professor of Government at Dartmouth College, and William C. Wohlforth, Associate Professor of Government at Dartmouth College, July/August 2002, Foreign Affairs 

The second major practical consequence of unipolarity is the unique freedom it offers American policymakers. Many decisionmakers labor under feelings of constraint, and all participants in policy debates defend their preferred courses of action by pointing to the dire consequences that will follow if their advice is not accepted. But the sources of American strength are so varied and so durable that U.S. foreign policy today operates in the realm of choice rather than necessity to a greater degree than any other power in modern history. Whether the participants realize it or not, this new freedom to choose has transformed the debate over what the U.S. role in the world should be.
Historically, the major forces pushing powerful states toward restraint and magnanimity have been the limits of their strength and the fear of overextension and balancing. Great powers typically checked their ambitions and deferred to others not because they wanted to but because they had to in order to win the cooperation they needed to survive and prosper. It is thus no surprise that today's champions of American moderation and international benevolence stress the constraints on American power rather than the lack of them. Political scientist Joseph Nye, for example, insists that "[the term] unipolarity is misleading because it exaggerates the degree to which the United States is able to get the results it wants in some dimensions of world politics. . . . American power is less effective than it might first appear." And he cautions that if the United States "handles its hard power in an overbearing, unilateral manner," then others might be provoked into forming a balancing coalition.
Such arguments are unpersuasive, however, because they fail to acknowledge the true nature of the current international system. The United States cannot be scared into meekness by warnings of inefficacy or potential balancing. Isolationists and aggressive unilateralists see this situation clearly, and their domestic opponents need to as well. Now and for the foreseeable future, the United States will have immense power resources it can bring to bear to force or entice others to do its bidding on a case-by-case basis.

Aff---Uniqueness---Hegemony Unsustainable 

Hegemony’s structurally unsustainable---decline’s inevitable 

Layne 9 – Christopher Layne, Professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security, at Texas A&M University’s George H.W. Bush School of Government and Public Service, Summer 2009, “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality?,” International Security, Vol. 34, No. 1

According to the NIC, in addition to relative decline, the United States will confront other constraints on its international role. U.S. military supremacy will no longer be as dominant as it has been since the Cold War’s end (p. 93). The United States’ soft power may diminish as its liberal model of political and economic development is challenged by authoritarian/statist alternatives (pp. 3, 8–9, 13–14). At home, economic and political constraints may undermine U.S. hegemony.

Global Trends 2025 was published just before the full scope of the global ªnancial and economic crisis became apparent. Nevertheless, the NIC did have an inkling of the meltdown’s potential long-term implications for U.S. power. In particular, Global Trends predicts that over the next two decades, the dollar’s role as the international economy’s preeminent reserve currency will erode. Although at the time this issue went to press, the dollar remained strong and will continue to be the reserve currency for some time to come, China’s spring 2009 call to replace the dollar with a new reserve currency signals that the NIC’s long-term worries may be justiªed.19 

Heg is unsustainable in the short-term – proponents of empire underestimate the timeframe and impact of rising new powers

Layne 7 – Christopher Layne, associate professor of International Affairs at the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University, 2007, American Empire: A Debate, p. 64-65

Can the United States Be Caught? Up to a point, the primacists are correct. In terms of hard power, there is a yawning gap between the United States and the next-ranking powers. It will take some time before any other state emerges as a true “peer competitor” of the United States. Nevertheless, at some point within the next decade or two, new great power rivals to the United States will emerge. To put it slightly differently, American primacy cannot be sustained indefinitely. The relative power position of great powers is dynamic, not static, which means that at any point in time some states are gaining in relative power while others are losing it. Thus, as Paul Kennedy has observed, no great power ever has been able “to remain permanently ahead of all others, because that would imply a freezing of the differentiated pattern of growth rates, technological advance, and military developments which has existed since time immemorial.”36 Even the most ardent primacists know this to be true, which is why they concede that American primacy won’t last forever. Indeed, the leading primacists acknowledge, that—at best—the United States will not be able to hold onto its primacy much beyond 2030. There are indications, however, that American primacy could end much sooner than that. Already there is evidence suggesting that new great powers are in the process of emerging. This is what the current debate in the United States about the implications of China’s rise is all about. But China isn’t the only factor in play, and transition from U.S. primacy to multipolarity may be much closer than primacists want to admit. For example, in its survey of likely international developments up until 2020, the CIA’S National Intelligence Council’s report Mapping the Global Future notes: The likely emergence of China and India as new major global players—similar to the rise of Germany in the 19th century and the United States in the early 20th century—will transform the geopolitical landscape, with impacts potentially as dramatic as those of the previous two centuries. In the same way that commentators refer to the 1900s as the American Century, the early 21st century may be seen as the time when some in the developing world led by China and India came into their own.

In a similar vein, a recent study by the CIA’s Strategic Assessment Group projects that by 2020 both China (which Mapping the Global Future pegs as “by any measure a first-rate military power” around 2020) and the European Union will come close to matching the United States in terms of their respec​tive shares of world power.38 For sure, there are always potential pitfalls in pro​jecting current trends several decades into the future (not least is that it is not easy to convert economic power into effective military power). But if the ongo​ing shift in the distribution of relative power continues, new poles of power in the international system are likely to emerge during the next decade or two. The real issue is not if American primacy will end, but how soon it will end.

Aff---Uniqueness---Hegemony Declining 

Hegemonic decline is inevitable---multiple global trends 

Bromley 9 – Simon Bromley, Senior Lecturer in Politics and International Studies in the Faculty of Social Sciences at the Open University, August 2009, “Obama and the prospects for international order,” Economy and Society, Vol. 38, No. 3, p. 525-529 

As well as confronting a serious financial and economic crisis and the unfinished business of two wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, the administration of Barack Obama also inherits all the concerns that animated the Bush turn in American foreign policy. For if we consider the four key concerns of the neo-conservatives, none of these have gone away and it is far from clear how President Obama will address them.

The first such challenge relates to the ability of the most powerful states in the system to maintain more or less exclusive control over the means of mass destruction. On the one hand, proliferation threatens to undermine the nuclear oligopoly, thereby creating a more competitive environment in which less stable and potentially revisionist powers gain access to nuclear (and other) weapons and ballistic missile systems. On the other hand, a rising level of general technological competence and capacity means that technologies of mass destruction might become more widely accessible, including to non-state actors. These worries were the origins of the notion of preventive action, since both kinds of proliferation were seen as a threat not just to the United States, but to stable inter-state relations more generally. But preventive action presupposes strategic superiority more or less unilaterally exercised.

The central front in this respect is now twofold: first, there is the future of Iran's nuclear programme and the prospects for stability in the Middle East if and when Iran crosses the threshold of being a nuclear military power; and, second, the current and likely future instability of the state in Pakistan, which is already a nuclear power. The options for the United States in relation to both of these challenges are further complicated by the fact that Iran and Pakistan are central to any future stabilization of Afghanistan. It is already clear that the Obama administration is seeking to open some kind of dialogue with Tehran and bringing greater political - as opposed to purely military - thinking to the Afghanistan-Pakistan question. But there are no easy solutions here since neither Afghanistan nor Pakistan is confident that the United States will do the right thing by their lights and Iran may well have concluded that America's moment of dominance in the Middle East is passing.

The second concern is that the rise of new regional powers under the impetus of 'reactive modernization' is likely to be a source of instability and potential conflict in the international system. While the neo-conservatives were somewhat confident of the ability of the United States to maintain its role as the sole global military power, the fall of Russia and the rise of China (and, to a lesser extent, India) were seen as profoundly unsettling for the Eurasian theatre. In this context, while Fukuyama might in principle trump Huntington in the longer term, nationalism was the wild card in the game of democratic (or capitalist) peace. The future alignments of such powers as Turkey, Ukraine, Iran and the like were also of concern, states that were themselves not of the first rank but whose strategic choices and alignments were crucial for the system as a whole. The fear was that there were several countries that might upset the prevailing regional balances of power. The - perhaps temporary - resurgence of Russia on the back of oil and gas income has further added to concerns about rivalries.

U.S. economic power is over---full multipolarity now 

Bromley 9 – Simon Bromley, Senior Lecturer in Politics and International Studies in the Faculty of Social Sciences at the Open University, August 2009, “Obama and the prospects for international order,” Economy and Society, Vol. 38, No. 3, p. 525-529 

The economic unipolar moment that the United States enjoyed vis-a-vis its capitalist allies after 1945 and which some - captured by the hubris of the 'new economy' - thought had returned in the 1990s has given way to multipolarity; and the international economy is undergoing a fundamental rebalancing in power and momentum towards emerging Asia, a region in which US power is not institutionalized to the degree that it is in the transatlantic arena. Even transatlantic integration is not what it was as a result of the launch of the euro and its potential rivalry with the dollar. No other economy is going to overtake the US economy in terms of innovation and levels of productivity for the foreseeable future - the United States is not facing the predicament of Britain in the late nineteenth century (being overtaken by Germany and America) - but economic multipolarity is now a permanent condition.

The U.S. fails at alliance-building

Bromley 9 – Simon Bromley, Senior Lecturer in Politics and International Studies in the Faculty of Social Sciences at the Open University, August 2009, “Obama and the prospects for international order,” Economy and Society, Vol. 38, No. 3, p. 525-529 

The Bush doctrine - broadly, that a unilateral assertion of American power (coercive and where necessary military power) could reshape international politics such that others would follow the US lead - has failed. Indeed, outside the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq it was never really applied and it was certainly abandoned across the board in the second term of the Bush administration. Since the dissolution of communism and the end of the Cold War there has not been a single axis of strategic and ideological competition around which the United States can mobilize an alliance, and the attempt to mobilize and brigade the rest of the world around the Manichaean divisions of the 'war on terror' have been a transparent failure and have done not a little to erode the legitimacy of US international political leadership.

On the other hand, there is a range of new threats - the dangers of nuclear proliferation; the potential access of non-state actors to WMD; the existence of weak and failing states across a broad swathe of strategically important and resource-rich territory from North Africa through the Middle East to Central Asia and beyond; the challenges posed by rising regional powers such as China and India; the troubled identity and orientation of what Brzezinski has called 'pivot' states such as Turkey, Ukraine and Iran; and the transnational and global consequences of potential ecological and demographic crises - that can be addressed only collectively, if they can be addressed at all.

Aff---Uniqueness---Terrorists’ Perception 

Terrorists have always perceived the U.S. to lack resolve---there’s nothing we can do to change it 

Fettweis 4 – Christopher Fettweis, Professor at the U.S. Army War College, December 2004, “Resolute Eagle or Paper Tiger? Credibility, Reputation and the War on Terror,” online: http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p67147_index.html

Islamic fundamentalist groups consistently portray the United States as a feckless, effete, cowardly “paper tiger,” a state unwilling to use force to defend its interests. Some are said to joke that when attacked, Americans sue – they send lawyers, not soldiers.4 Some scholars have suggested that this perception of Western cowardice may have emboldened Al Qaeda, even helping to explain why its attacks on the United States have increased in number and intensity since the foundation of the organization.5 September 11th may even have been prevented, so this logic goes, if Washington had responded to previous attacks with a more determined show of force. Did a lack of American “credibility” lead Al Qaeda to believe that it could strike the United States with impunity? Does a reputation for resolve keep a country safer?

Experienced practitioners and scholars of foreign policy take for granted the notion that actions taken during crises today can affect (and perhaps prevent) the crises of tomorrow. This belief is so widespread and well-established that to suggest it is wrong would seem terribly naïve, perhaps even dangerous. But indeed it is wrong – states cannot control the perceptions of others, suggesting that a deep concern with credibility and reputation is misguided. An “eye toward the future,” although understandable and even comforting, often creates profound myopia toward the events of the present.

Aff---Uniqueness---Terrorists’ Perception (Iraq/Afghanistan)

Terrorists perceive irresolution in Iraq and Afghanistan regardless of U.S. actions

Dennis and Shannon 7 – Michael Dennis, Ph.D. Candidate in Government at the University of Texas-Austin, and Vaughn P. Shannon, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Northern Iowa and Director of UNI’s Center for International Peace and Security Studies, April 2007, “Militant Islam and the Futile Fight for Reputation,” Security Studies, Vol. 16, No. 2, p. 287-317 

U.S. operations in Afghanistan and Iraq have persisted since 9/11, presumably against the desires of Islamists fighting them. Has this firmness translated into respect for American resolve and erased the image of U.S. irresolution?
Rather than recognize U.S. firmness, militant Islamists instead frame the actions in terms of the United States losing. Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan is considered an “oppressive campaign” that “continues annihilating villagers, women and children, without right.”111 The operation is a “vicious aggression against Islam” to be defeated.112 Comparing cases of superpowers in Afghanistan, bin Laden noted that the British attacked Afghanistan before Osama bin Laden was there, Russians came here before me and now the Americans, praying that God “make America ever more reluctant” and “give us the power to defeat them as we did others before.”113 After the Taliban regime was removed and Al Qaeda fled to the mountains, bin Laden maintained that

    if the Americans refuse to listen to our advice and the goodness … then be aware that you will lose this Crusade Bush began, just like the other previous Crusades in which you were humiliated by the hands of the Mujahidin, fleeing to your home in great silence and disgrace … their fate will be that of the Soviets who fled from Afghanistan to deal with their military defeat, political breakup, ideological downfall, and economic bankruptcy.114

Even in retreat bin Laden still cited U.S. weakness because “US forces dared not break into our positions, despite the unprecedented massive bombing … every time the latter attacked us, we forced them out of our area carrying their dead and wounded.115 Focusing only upon confirmatory evidence to sustain their perceptions of themselves and the United States, bin Laden noted later that “the mujahidin recently forced Bush to resort to emergency funds to continue the fight in Afghanistan and Iraq, which is evidence of the success of the bleed-until-bankruptcy plan … this shows that al-Qaida has gained.”116 Minimizing U.S. and allied territorial control and optimistic of Islamist potential, Zawahiri calls eastern and southern Afghanistan “a field that is entirely open for the Mujahidin. The … Americans are hiding in their trenches and refuse to come out to face the Mujahidin.”117 Optimistic assessments reign, not recognitions of U.S. resolve, but rather perceptions that “operations in Afghanistan are escalating in our favor, thank God.”118 Invoking Somalia again, in 2006 bin Laden continued to argue that the militants' fight will continue “until we waste all your money and kill your men and you will return to your country in defeat as we defeated you before in Somalia.”119

Bin Laden discounts U.S. resolve no matter what  

Dennis and Shannon 7 – Michael Dennis, Ph.D. Candidate in Government at the University of Texas-Austin, and Vaughn P. Shannon, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Northern Iowa and Director of UNI’s Center for International Peace and Security Studies, April 2007, “Militant Islam and the Futile Fight for Reputation,” Security Studies, Vol. 16, No. 2, p. 287-317 

In one passage suggestive of the possibility of U.S. victory, bin Laden still discounts U.S. resolve in the long-run by again invoking the Soviet case:

    War will go either in our favor or yours. If it is the former, it means your loss and your shame forever, and it is headed in this course. If it is the latter, read history! We are people who do not stand for injustice and we will seek revenge all our lives … Don't let your strength and modern arms fool you. They win a few battles but lose the war. Patience and steadfastness are much better. We were patient in fighting the Soviet Union with simple weapons for 10 years and we bled their economy and now they are nothing.122

Thus, even when the United States is standing firm in an attempt to project an image of resolve, militant Islamists discount evidence or interpreted it through the motivated perceptions and historical analogies. Thus, the fight for reputation is futile.

Aff---Afghanistan Withdrawal---No Link

Afghanistan withdrawal doesn’t cause a perception of weakness or undermine overall hegemony 

Innocent & Carpenter 9 – Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst at the Cato Institute focused on Afghanistan and Pakistan, and Ted Galen Carpenter, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies at Cato, 2009, “Escaping the ‘Graveyard of Empires’: A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan, online: http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf

Perhaps the most important argument against the “withdrawal is weak-kneed” meme is that America’s military roams the planet, controls the skies and space, faces no peer competitor, and wields one of the planet’s largest nuclear arsenals. America is responsible for almost half of the world’s military spending and can project its power around the globe. Thus, the contention that America would appear “weak” after withdrawing from Afghanistan is ludicrous.
Unfortunately, bureaucratic inertia and a misplaced conception of Washington’s moral obligations (an argument that more often than not legitimizes America’s military occupation of a foreign people) threaten to trap the United States in Afghanistan for decades. Overall, remaining in Afghanistan is more likely to tarnish America’s reputation and undermine U.S. security than would withdrawal.

Link only goes our way---Afghanistan isn’t key to heg and staying can only cause overstretch 

Innocent & Carpenter 9 – Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst at the Cato Institute focused on Afghanistan and Pakistan, and Ted Galen Carpenter, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies at Cato, 2009, “Escaping the ‘Graveyard of Empires’: A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan, online: http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf

Central Asia holds little intrinsic strategic value to the United States, and America’s security will not be endangered even if an oppressive regime takes over a contiguous fraction of Afghan territory. America’s objective has been to neutralize the parties responsible for the atrocities committed on 9/11. The United States should not go beyond that objective by combating a regional insurgency or drifting into an open-ended occupation and nation-building mission.

Most important, Afghanistan serves as the crossroads of Central Asia. From its invasion by Genghis Khan and his two-million strong Mongol hordes to the superpower proxy war between the United States and the Soviet Union, Afghanistan’s trade routes and land-locked position in the middle of the region have for centuries rendered it vulnerable to invasion by external powers. Although Afghanistan has endured successive waves of Persian, Greek, Arab, Turk, Mongol, British, and Soviet invaders, no occupying power has ever successfully conquered it. There’s a reason why it has been described as the “graveyard of empires,” and unless America scales down its objectives, it risks meeting a similar fate.
Afghanistan withdrawal lets the U.S. maximize tangible power---key to overall heg 

Bacevich 8 – Andrew Bacevich, Professor of History and International Relations at Boston University, December 31, 2008, “Winning in Afghanistan,” Newsweek, online: http://www.newsweek.com/id/177374

In Afghanistan today, the United States and its allies are using the wrong means to vigorously pursue the wrong mission. Persisting on the present course—as both John McCain and Barack Obama have promised to do—will turn Operation Enduring Freedom into Operation Enduring Obligation. Afghanistan will become a sinkhole consuming resources neither the U.S. military nor the U.S. government can afford to waste.

The allied campaign in Afghanistan is now entering its eighth year. The operation was launched with expectations of a quick, decisive victory but has failed to accomplish that objective. Granted, the diversion of resources to the misguided war in Iraq has forced commanders in Afghanistan to make do with less. Yet that doesn't explain the lack of progress. The real problem is that Washington has misunderstood the nature of the challengeAfghanistan poses and misread America's interests there.

One of history's enduring lessons is that Afghans don't appreciate it when outsiders tell them how to govern their affairs—just ask the British or the Soviets. U.S. success in overthrowing the Taliban seemed to suggest this lesson no longer applied, at least to Americans. That quickly proved an illusion.

In Iraq, toppling the old order was easy. Installing a new one to take its place has turned out to be infinitely harder.

Yet the challenges of pacifying Afghanistan dwarf those posed by Iraq. Afghanistan is a much bigger country—nearly the size of Texas—and has a larger population that's just as fractious. Moreover, unlike Iraq, Afghanistan possesses almost none of the prerequisites of modernity; its literacy rate, for example, is 28 percent, barely a third of Iraq's. In terms of effectiveness and legitimacy, the government in Kabul lags well behind Baghdad—not exactly a lofty standard. Apart from opium, Afghans produce almost nothing the world wants. While liberating Iraq may have seriously reduced the reservoir of U.S. power, fixing Afghanistan would drain it altogether.

Meanwhile, the chief effect of allied military operations there so far has been not to defeat the radical Islamists but to push them across the Pakistani border. As a result, efforts to stabilize Afghanistan are contributing to the destabilization of Pakistan, with potentially devastating implications. September's bombing of the Marriott hotel in Islamabad suggests that the extremists are growing emboldened. Today and for the foreseeable future, no country poses a greater potential threat to U.S. national security than does Pakistan. To risk the stability of that nuclear-armed state in the vain hope of salvaging Afghan-istan would be a terrible mistake.

All this means that the proper U.S. priority for Afghanistan should be not to try harder but to change course. The war in Afghanistan (like the Iraq War) won't be won militarily. It can be settled—however imperfectly—only through politics.

The new U.S. president needs to realize that America's real political objective in Afghanistan is actually quite modest: to ensure that terrorist groups like Al Qaeda can't use it as a safe haven for launching attacks against the West. Accomplishing that won't require creating a modern, cohesive nation-state. U.S. officials tend to assume that power in Afghanistan ought to be exercised from Kabul. Yet the real influence in Afghanistan has traditionally rested with tribal leaders and warlords. Rather than challenge that tradition, Washington should work with it. Offered the right incentives, warlords can accomplish U.S. objectives more effectively and more cheaply than Western combat battalions. The basis of U.S. strategy in Afghanistan should therefore become decentralization and outsourcing, offering cash and other emoluments to local leaders who will collaborate with the United States in excluding terrorists from their territory.

This doesn't mean Washington should blindly trust that warlords will become America's loyal partners. U.S. intelligence agencies should continue to watch Afghanistan closely, and the Pentagon should crush any jihadist activities that local powers fail to stop themselves. As with the Israelis in Gaza, periodic airstrikes may well be required to pre-empt brewing plots before they mature.

Were U.S. resources unlimited and U.S. interests in Afghanistan more important, upping the ante with additional combat forces might make sense. But U.S. power—especially military power—is quite limited these days, and U.S. priorities lie elsewhere. 

Rather than committing more troops, therefore, the new president should withdraw them while devising a more realistic—and more affordable—strategy for Afghanistan.

Aff---Iraq Withdrawal---No Link

Iraq withdrawal doesn’t undermine credibility or get perceived as weakening resolve 

Dennis and Shannon 7 – Michael Dennis, Ph.D. Candidate in Government at the University of Texas-Austin, and Vaughn P. Shannon, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Northern Iowa and Director of UNI’s Center for International Peace and Security Studies, April 2007, “Militant Islam and the Futile Fight for Reputation,” Security Studies, Vol. 16, No. 2, p. 287-317 

There are three different arguments that lead one to conclude that reputation is not worth the fight. The most salient study in recent years is the desires theory offered by Jonathan Mercer, who argues against the universality of common perceptions and the interdependence of commitments. He argues that actors typically view an adversary's backing down as the result of situational constraints, leaving judgments about the determination of the enemy unchanged. In other words, enemies get reputations for having resolve but not for lacking it.19 Mercer suggests that reputations for irresolution do not form when an act is desirable from the enemy's perspective, for they tend to take credit for the desired action of an adversary.20 Applied to Iraq, Islamists would take credit for an American exit—their preferred outcome—but not conclude anything about U.S. resolve. Because reputation matters only if behavior is undesirable to the perceiver, no reputation for irresolution can be generated for adversaries, leading Mercer to conclude that it is unnecessary to keep commitments to convince adversaries of one's resolve.21

Iraq withdrawal doesn’t undermine U.S. credibility with any ally 

Tunç 8 – Hakan Tunç, Professor of Political Science at Carleton University, Fall 2008, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669

Unlike the Vietnam War, the reputational argument over Iraq identifies not only adversaries but also allies as intended audiences for U.S. reputational concerns. According to Frederick Kagan, a prominent advocate of the reputational argument, a premature U.S. withdrawal from Iraq would ‘‘cement our reputation as untrustworthy [among allies]. We will lose this generation not only in Iraq, but throughout the Middle East.’’20 For Brent Scowcroft, the former National Security Advisor of President George H.W. Bush, a premature U.S. withdrawal from Iraq would create ‘‘the perception, worldwide,. . . that the American colossus had stumbled, was losing its resolve and could no longer be considered a reliable ally or friend—or the guarantor of peace and stability in this critical region [the Middle East].’’21 Like the allegations about ally behavior during the Vietnam War, these arguments fail to provide supporting evidence. So far, no government allied with the United States in the Middle East or elsewhere has given any indication that it would indeed lose its confidence in Washington if the United States were to withdraw from Iraq.

Credibility is situational---no spillover from Iraq 

Dennis and Shannon 7 – Michael Dennis, Ph.D. Candidate in Government at the University of Texas-Austin, and Vaughn P. Shannon, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Northern Iowa and Director of UNI’s Center for International Peace and Security Studies, April 2007, “Militant Islam and the Futile Fight for Reputation,” Security Studies, Vol. 16, No. 2, p. 287-317 

A third critic of rational deterrence is Daryl Press, whose current calculus theory asserts that “credibility does not hinge on establishing a history of resolute actions”—only interests and power matter.24 Press insists that credibility rests with situational power and interests rather than past actions.25 By this view, a withdrawal from Iraq would not affect Islamist perceptions of U.S. resolve in the future. Credibility is case-specific to unique situations, thus making reputations irrelevant. Press suggests that statesmen merely assess interests and power in each specific instance to calculate whether an adversary's threat is credible: if they are strong and have strong interests at stake, the threat is credible regardless of past actions; scant power and interests yield dubious credibility regardless of past actions taken to bolster a reputation for resolve.26

Staying in Iraq can’t create a perception of resolve---and leaving after we think we’ve “won” still links 

Dennis and Shannon 7 – Michael Dennis, Ph.D. Candidate in Government at the University of Texas-Austin, and Vaughn P. Shannon, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Northern Iowa and Director of UNI’s Center for International Peace and Security Studies, April 2007, “Militant Islam and the Futile Fight for Reputation,” Security Studies, Vol. 16, No. 2, p. 287-317 

Creative attributions are one manner of escaping cognitive dissonance; creative interpretations of the events themselves is another. As John Mueller notes,

Many people … argue that the U.S. must slog on because a precipitous exit from Iraq would energize Islamist militants … A quick exit would confirm [bin Laden's] basic theory that terrorists can defeat the U.S. by continuously inflicting on it casualties that are small in number but still draining.59

But, continues Mueller, any exit from Iraq will have this effect. Because militant Islamists define the U.S. mission as an invasion to control Iraqi oil and politics, U.S. forces will inevitably leave without having accomplished what many consider to be Washington's real goals—and the terrorist insurgents will claim credit for forcing the U.S. out before it fulfilled these key objectives.60

Due to motivated bias, images and actions interact for a no-win situation in the superpower's attempt to create a reputation for resolve and avoid a reputation of irresolution in the minds of their foe. The United States can confirm a preexisting belief in its irresolution with withdrawals, but it does not get credit for firmness, as it is written off as situational or reinterpreted as a loss. It is not clear that “staying the course” avoids lessons to be drawn about weakness, as firmness can be reinterpreted and downplayed to sustain the motivated images of the adversary. Thus the fight for reputation may be futile.
Aff---Troop Withdrawal Key to Sustainable Primacy 

Troop withdrawals are key to sustainable primacy---status quo guarantees economic overstretch that tubes heg  

LAT 6-6 – Los Angeles Times, June 6, 2010, “Obama's National Security Strategy,” online: http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-oe-mcmanus-20100606,0,1433841.column

When Barack Obama arrived at the White House, he quickly acted on the foreign policy promises he'd made in his presidential campaign, drawing up a timetable for withdrawing troops from Iraq, seeking diplomatic "engagement" with adversaries such as Iran and North Korea, and trying to "reset" the contentious U.S. relationship with Russia.

But until last month, he hadn't laid out his broader approach to the world beyond our borders.

Now he has, in the recently released National Security Strategy, a lengthy essay required by Congress.

The short version — to save you from reading 52 pages of numbing generalities — is this: We still want to do a little bit of everything, but after almost a decade of war, we're overstretched and need to concentrate first on fixing the domestic economy. When it comes to problems overseas, we'll do what we can as long as it doesn't cost too much.

Unlike his predecessor, George W. Bush, President Obama's foreign policy isn't about pursuing one or two overriding goals — in Bush's case, defeating terrorism and spreading democracy. Instead, it's about what economists might call "sustainability," making sure we don't take on wars or other commitments that we can't afford. In an earlier generation, Walter Lippmann called this "solvency." It was essential, Lippmann believed, to bring "into balance, with a comfortable surplus of power in reserve, the nation's commitments and the nation's power."

Critics will call this retrenchment. On the right, conservatives accuse Obama of plotting to cut defense spending; on the left, human rights activists complain that he's not committing much U.S. power to promote democracy abroad. They're both right, although those defense cuts haven't exactly happened yet. The main theme of Obama's foreign policy so far has been: Never mind what we might like to do; how much do we need to do?

The National Security Strategy isn't entirely candid about this; after all, it's a public document, designed to avoid offending. Foreign policy pundits have complained that it lists every conceivable hope as a goal, including ending nuclear proliferation and bringing peace to the Middle East, along with universal access to healthcare and better education for American children. But the critics miss the point. When a national security strategy lists healthcare reform alongside "work[ing] to prevent Iran from developing a nuclear weapon," it's arguing that international goals shouldn't override domestic goals.

And when Obama was forced to distill the message into fewer than 52 pages — in his speech at West Point last month, for example — his actual priorities were clear enough.

"Even as we fight the wars in front of us, we also have to see the horizon beyond these wars," he said, a gentle way of saying the wars in Afghanistan, Iraq and the rest of the Middle East are no longer, to him, the main event.

And entanglements abroad can't come at the cost of domestic well-being. "At no time in human history has a nation of diminished economic vitality maintained its military and political primacy," he said. "Our adversaries would like to see America sap its strength by overextending its power."

That last phrase was a reference to something Osama bin Laden has said: that Al Qaeda's strategy is to entice the United States into "bleeding wars" throughout the Muslim world until the superpower is spread too thin. Obama's answer has been: We'll fight, but not that way. That's why he's trying to wage the war on terror (or rather "combat violent extremism," as he prefers) on the cheap, by increasing U.S. drone attacks against suspected terrorists in Pakistan, Yemen and Somalia even as he seeks, eventually, to withdraw American troops from Afghanistan.

The Obama aide who was the principal author of the National Security Strategy, Ben Rhodes, said that one of its aims was to limit the war on terror through "a narrow definition of who we're at war with": Al Qaeda and its allies.

"There are many, many terrorist groups around the world," he said. "We're not at war with … all those terrorist groups."

Aff---Single Country Withdrawal Doesn’t Link 

Single-country withdrawals don’t link---forward-basing is increasing quickly across the globe 

Kagan 7 – Robert Kagan, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, August-September 2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Policy Review, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html

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

Aff---Single Instances of Resolve Don’t Spill Over 

Credibility is situational---no spillover 

Dennis and Shannon 7 – Michael Dennis, Ph.D. Candidate in Government at the University of Texas-Austin, and Vaughn P. Shannon, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Northern Iowa and Director of UNI’s Center for International Peace and Security Studies, April 2007, “Militant Islam and the Futile Fight for Reputation,” Security Studies, Vol. 16, No. 2, p. 287-317 

A third critic of rational deterrence is Daryl Press, whose current calculus theory asserts that “credibility does not hinge on establishing a history of resolute actions”—only interests and power matter.24 Press insists that credibility rests with situational power and interests rather than past actions.25 By this view, a withdrawal from Iraq would not affect Islamist perceptions of U.S. resolve in the future. Credibility is case-specific to unique situations, thus making reputations irrelevant. Press suggests that statesmen merely assess interests and power in each specific instance to calculate whether an adversary's threat is credible: if they are strong and have strong interests at stake, the threat is credible regardless of past actions; scant power and interests yield dubious credibility regardless of past actions taken to bolster a reputation for resolve.26

Lack of resolve in one case doesn’t spill over to a broad perception 

Fettweis 4 – Christopher Fettweis, Professor at the U.S. Army War College, December 2004, “Resolute Eagle or Paper Tiger? Credibility, Reputation and the War on Terror,” online: http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p67147_index.html

The few studies that have examined the empirical evidence seem to agree with Mercer. Huth and Russett found few instances when a setback in one arena influenced state behavior in the second.30 In the most convincing study, Hopf examined over 500 articles and 300 leadership speeches made by Soviet policymakers throughout the 1970s, and found that their public pronouncements did not show evidence of a belief that U.S. setbacks in the Third World signaled a lack of resolution. “The most dominant inference Soviet leaders made after Vietnam,” concluded Hopf, “was not about falling regional dominoes or bandwagoning American allies, but about the prospects of détente with the United States and Western Europe.”31 Soviet behavior did not change despite the perception of incompetence that many Americans feared would inspire increased belligerence.32 Despite the loss in Vietnam, no regional dominoes fell. In fact, there is no evidence of an increase in Soviet “adventurism” compared to the fifties and sixties, when U.S. credibility was high.33 Mercer’s conclusions about reputation seem to have been borne out.

Rogue adversaries don’t perceive single instances of withdrawal as overall evidence of U.S. resolve

Fettweis 4 – Christopher Fettweis, Professor at the U.S. Army War College, December 2004, “Resolute Eagle or Paper Tiger? Credibility, Reputation and the War on Terror,” online: http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p67147_index.html

Throughout the era, however, levels of ethnic violence showed little connection to perceptions of the credibility of the commitment of the United States, or the “international community,” to respond.59 In the isolated instances where thugs and rogues seem to have learned lessons of U.S. irresolution, the effects were temporary and minimal. In Port-au-Prince in September 1993, shortly after the battle in Mogadishu, anti-American demonstrators were reported to have chanted “We are going to turn this into another Somalia!”60 Putting aside for a moment the fairly low likelihood of this awkward phrase actually being chanted by a crowd, and ignoring the concomitant high likelihood that this demonstration was orchestrated by the military junta, it is worth noting that popular unrest in Haiti did not begin after the United States had “lost credibility” in Somalia. The coup was a result of political dynamics peculiar to Haiti, and the tragic history of endemic instability that has haunted its half of Hispaniola. When a group of thugs prevented the landing of U.S. troops in October 1993, critics like James Baker predictably accused the Clinton administration of “debas[ing] the currency of U.S. credibility.”61 Senator Tom Harkin worried that “if we can’t stand up for democracy and human rights in our own hemisphere, then what do the Serbs have to fear? What do the Chinese have to fear?”62 Despite concerns of critics, in September of the following year a multinational force led by U.S. marines enforced a negotiated a peaceful resolution to the crisis, without losing a single American life. No perceptible change in the behavior of any other states occurred despite the “abject national embarrassment” at the docks of Port-au- Prince.63

Aff---Maintaining Troop Presence Sends Worse Signal

Continuing a failed military engagement is worse for credibility 

Innocent & Carpenter 9 – Malou Innocent, Foreign Policy Analyst at the Cato Institute focused on Afghanistan and Pakistan, and Ted Galen Carpenter, Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies at Cato, 2009, “Escaping the ‘Graveyard of Empires’: A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan, online: http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf

Former national security adviser Henry Kissinger, Council on Foreign Relations scholar Stephen Biddle, and many others, concede that the war in Central Asia will be long, expensive, and risky, yet they claim it is ultimately worth waging because a withdrawal would boost jihadism globally and make America look weak.26 But what we’ve invested in the Afghanistan mission could all fall apart whether we withdraw tomorrow or 20 years from now. In fact, if leaving would make America look weak, trying to stay indefinitely while accomplishing little would appear even worse. If the issue is preventing U.S. soldiers from having died in vain, pursuing a losing strategy would not vindicate their sacrifice. And trying to pacify all of Afghanistan, much less hoping to do so on a permanent basis, is a losing strategy.

Regardless, some people invoke memories of America’s ignominious withdrawals from Vietnam, Somalia, and Lebanon to muster support for an open-ended commitment. President Bush in 2007 claimed that withdrawing from Vietnam emboldened today’s terrorists by compromising U.S. credibility. “Here at home,” he said, “some can argue our withdrawal from Vietnam carried no price to American credibility, but the terrorists see things differently.”27 Michael Rubin of the American Enterprise Institute agrees with that reasoning, writing that “the 1983 withdrawal from Lebanon and the retreat from Somalia a decade later emboldened Islamists who saw the United States as a paper tiger.”28

When opinion leaders in Washington talk about “lessons learned” from Vietnam, Somalia, Lebanon, and other conflicts, they typically draw the wrong lesson: not that America should avoid intervening in someone else’s domestic dispute, but that America should never give up after having intervened, no matter what the cost.29 But the longer we stay and the more money we spend, the more we’ll feel compelled to remain in the country to validate the investment. A similar self-imposed predicament plagued U.S. officials during the war in Vietnam:

After 1968 it became increasingly clear that the survival of the [government of 7 If leaving would make America look weak, trying to stay indefinitely while accomplishing little would appear even worse. South Vietnam] was not worth the cost of securing it, but by then the United States had another rationale for staying— prestige and precedent setting. The United States said the [South Vietnamese government] would stand, and even those in the administration now long convinced of the hollowness of the domino argument could agree that a U.S. failure in South Vietnam might endanger vital US national interests elsewhere or in the future.30

For decades, the fear of America losing the world’s respect after withdrawing from a conflict has been instrumental in selling the American public bad foreign policy.

Aff---Troop Presence Doesn’t Signal Resolve 

Strong troop presence doesn’t produce a signal of resolve---adversaries don’t interpret signals consistently or rationally 

Dennis and Shannon 7 – Michael Dennis, Ph.D. Candidate in Government at the University of Texas-Austin, and Vaughn P. Shannon, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Northern Iowa and Director of UNI’s Center for International Peace and Security Studies, April 2007, “Militant Islam and the Futile Fight for Reputation,” Security Studies, Vol. 16, No. 2, p. 287-317 

What about the flip side of the question: does it follow that standing firm generates reputations of resolve in such an adversary? Mercer points out the tendency for critics to argue how past retreats explain future challenges but rarely consider how past victories fail to deter future challenges.56  While staying in a conflict may deny opponents confirmatory evidence, this is not always the case. Further, does staying change beliefs or lead to reputations of resolution that will convince militant Islamists to give up the fight? We show that evidence of standing firm does not buy much reputational leverage with militant Islamists, who minimize or deny the firmness in the first place.

The reason reputations for resolve do not form in the minds of those with motivated biases against a powerful enemy are the cognitive dissonance it would produce to the general paper tiger image. Biased expectations ensure that expected and actual responses are discounted so that successes and strength are explained away while irresolution is confirmed. Richard Ned Lebow finds in his study of crisis decision-making that desperate leaders insulate themselves and rationalize and interpret events to maintain expectations of success, so that “when goals flew in the face of reality they were not deterred but distorted reality to suit their needs.”57 Richard Betts cites a “wishfully selective perception” among observers who conclude from U.S. withdrawals from Vietnam, Lebanon and Somalia as indicative of the United States as a “paper tiger,” while discounting “decisive exercises of power” in Panama, Kuwait, Kosovo and Afghanistan.58

Strength doesn’t produce a reputation for resolve---adversaries explain it away 

Dennis and Shannon 7 – Michael Dennis, Ph.D. Candidate in Government at the University of Texas-Austin, and Vaughn P. Shannon, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Northern Iowa and Director of UNI’s Center for International Peace and Security Studies, April 2007, “Militant Islam and the Futile Fight for Reputation,” Security Studies, Vol. 16, No. 2, p. 287-317 

Overall, biased attribution seems to predict, and explain well, militant Islamist assessments of superpower behavior in the Muslim world. The results are consistent with biased attribution, whereas other reputational theories have mixed or poor results with findings inconsistent with expectations across the cases.

Our results on withdrawal match the expectations of rational deterrence theorists who argue past actions and interdependence of commitments matter. Yet, contrary to rationalist theorists of reputation, superpower firmness in battles helping or hurting Muslim communities do not bolster superpower reputations for resolve in the minds of militant Islamists. Instead, these actions are dismissed, minimized, or situationally attributed to preserve preexisting motivated beliefs about the militants' adversaries. The U.S. hard line since 9/11 has not deterred al Qaeda, as they launched more attacks in Riyadh in 2003, Spain in 2004, and London in 2005.

Aff---Withdrawal Increases Expectations of Future Resolve

Perception of backing down increases the perception of resolve in future cases 

Fettweis 4 – Christopher Fettweis, Professor at the U.S. Army War College, December 2004, “Resolute Eagle or Paper Tiger? Credibility, Reputation and the War on Terror,” online: http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p67147_index.html

In 1996, Mercer took issue with almost all these points.24 Using methods borrowed from social psychology rather than the economics-based models common to deterrence theorists, Mercer argued that threats are far more independent than commonly believed, and therefore that reputations are not likely to form based upon individual actions. While policymakers may feel that their decisions send messages about their basic dispositions to others, Mercer argued that most of the evidence from social psychology suggests otherwise. Groups tend to interpret the actions of their rivals as situational, dependent upon the constraints of place and time. Therefore they are not likely to form lasting impressions of irresolution from single, independent events.

In fact often the opposite may occur. When a state suffers a reversal, its rivals may assume that it will be especially determined to prove its mettle in the next case, like a wounded animal. Thus in reality “a statesman’s willingness to resist,” as Jervis argued, “may be inversely related to how well he has done in the recent past.”25 At the end of 1962, for example, during the negotiations over the removal of Soviet weapons from Cuba, Soviet diplomat Vasily V. Kuznetsov told his counterpart that “you Americans will never be able to do this to us again!” As Kissinger relates in his memoirs, “The Soviet Union thereupon launched itself on a determined, systematic, and long-term program of expanding all categories of its military power….The 1962 Cuban crises was thus an historic turning point – but not for the reason some Americans complacently supposed.”26 The reassertion of the credibility of the United States, which was done at the brink of nuclear war, had little long-lasting effects. The Soviets seemed to learn the wrong lesson.

Aff---Resolve Not Key to Heg---General 

Political science proves the link only goes the wrong way---irresolute action never forms into a reputation  

Tang 5 – Shiping Tang, associate research fellow and deputy director of the Center for Regional Security Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences in Beijing, January-March 2005, “Reputation, Cult of Reputation, and International Conflict,” Security Studies, Vol. 14, No. 1, p. 34-62

IN HIS WELL-RECEIVED BOOK, Mercer offers an elaborate framework based on desirability in social psychology to explain why reputation is difficult to gain in international conflicts.61 His major argument, in sum, held that undesirable behavior elicits dispositional explanations (that is, reputation will form) and desirable behavior elicits situational explanations (that is, reputation may not form). According to Mercer, allies who stand firm (a desirable move from a state's point of view) will not get a reputation for being resolute, whereas allies who do not stand firm (an undesirable move) may get a reputation for being irresolute. By the same token, adversaries who stand firm (an undesirable move) may get a reputation for being resolute, whereas adversaries who do not stand firm (a desirable move) will not get a reputation for being irresolute. In essence, while disagreeing with the typical rational deterrence theory argument that reputation will always form, Mercer believes that reputation is nonetheless likely to form under certain circumstances (when adversaries stand firm and when allies back down).

Best evidence concludes credibility is meaningless to states’ actions 

Tang 5 – Shiping Tang, associate research fellow and deputy director of the Center for Regional Security Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences in Beijing, January-March 2005, “Reputation, Cult of Reputation, and International Conflict,” Security Studies, Vol. 14, No. 1, p. 34-62

The general validity of reputation, however, has come under assault. Whereas in 1961 Glenn Snyder touted the virtue of drawing the line in places such as Quemoy and Matsu,4 he later all but acknowledged the flaw of his logic.5 Likewise, a decade after claiming that "a state can usually convince others of its willingness to defend its vital interests by frequently fighting for interests others believe it feels are less than vital,"6 Jervis was no longer so sure in 1982: "We cannot predict with great assurance how a given behavior will influence others' expectations of how the state will act in the future."7

This assault on reputation remains anathema for most politicians (and many political scientists). As statesman Henry Kissinger warned his colleagues, "No serious policymaker could allow himself to succumb to the fashionable debunking of 'prestige,' or 'honor* or 'credibility.'"8 Judging from politicians' rhetoric and behavior, Kissinger's advice has been well taken. There seems to be a gap, therefore, between politicians' persistent obsession with reputation and scholars' increasing doubt about reputation's importance, and that gap is widening.

Several more recent studies have taken the case against reputation (and credibility) even further.9 Compared to previous studies, these tend to be more systematic and better grounded empirically. They can be divided into two categories. The first group of work focuses on the impact of politicians' concern for reputation on state behavior and concludes that the concern for reputation has had a profound influence on state behavior in conflicts.10 The second group of work, taking politicians' belief in reputation as a fact, argues that this belief is unjustified because reputation in international conflicts is difficult, if not impossible, to develop. To put it differently, this line of work contends that reputation actually does not matter as much as politicians usually believe, if it matters at all.11

Empirically states don’t estimate adversaries’ resolve based on past crisis behavior 

Tang 5 – Shiping Tang, associate research fellow and deputy director of the Center for Regional Security Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences in Beijing, January-March 2005, “Reputation, Cult of Reputation, and International Conflict,” Security Studies, Vol. 14, No. 1, p. 34-62

TO EXPLAIN the phenomenon whereby politicians often fear the potential loss of reputation and frequently justify their actions by claiming to defend reputation, this article advances the hypothesis that a "cult of reputation" exists among them. The cult of reputation is defined as a belief system holding as its central premise a conviction (or fear) that backing down in a crisis will lead one's adversaries or allies to underestimate one's resolve in the next crisis.26

Two implicitly related notions underpin this belief system. The first notion is that one's reputation is one's own possession, hence "something worth fighting for."27 In reality, and as explained above, one's reputation is not one's own possession but that of somebody else. The cult thus "puts the problem the wrong way around."28 The second notion is that reputation is fungible, that reputation gained in one round or place can be transplanted to other rounds or places.29 That is, a cult believer hopes (having previously stood firm) or fears (having previously backed down) that others will perceive his current resolve based on his previous actions. This belief arises from a confusion of behavioral reputation with bargaining reputation, or a belief that behavioral reputation can be easily converted into bargaining reputation. By believing in the fungibility of reputation, the cult puts far too much value on an illusory entity.

Furthermore, as a belief system, the cult dictates an "operational code" for state behavior. Consequently, state behavior and rhetoric exhibit a predictable pattern based on the code.30 Two types of behavior and rhetoric follow from the cult's logic. Type I behaviors and rhetoric justify and take action in the name of defending reputation; type II behaviors and rhetoric justify backing down and limiting the presumed damage to reputation, and to a lesser extent, try to regain reputation after an episode of backing down. (Table 1 details the specific expressions of these two types of behavior and rhetoric.) As demonstrated by recent scholarship, both types of behavior and rhetoric have been rampant, indicating the cult’s prevalence. 

There is, however, a fatal flaw in the cult's logic, for states rarely act according to the cult's logic even when the logic should most clearly apply: a state rarely underestimates its adversary's reputation even if the adversary has backed down in previous standoffs. In other words, although a state constantly fears that others may assign reputation to it based on its past behavior, the state never assigns reputation to other states based on their past behavior.

Aff---Resolve Not Key to Heg---General 

States don’t act based on adversaries’ reputation for irresoluteness

Tang 5 – Shiping Tang, associate research fellow and deputy director of the Center for Regional Security Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences in Beijing, January-March 2005, “Reputation, Cult of Reputation, and International Conflict,” Security Studies, Vol. 14, No. 1, p. 34-62

Therefore, the only plausible conclusion that we can draw is that although the cult of reputation is prevalent among decisionmakers,41 the cult is just a cult. Although decisionmakers fear that backing down will damage their reputation, they rarely underestimate their adversary's resolve even if an adversary has (sometimes repeatedly) backed down before. To put it differently, these cult believers rarely act according to the cult's logic even when the logic should clearly apply; their own actions negate the logic of their belief.

Pursuing resolve is self-defeating---adversaries inevitably won’t believe it 

Tang 5 – Shiping Tang, associate research fellow and deputy director of the Center for Regional Security Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences in Beijing, January-March 2005, “Reputation, Cult of Reputation, and International Conflict,” Security Studies, Vol. 14, No. 1, p. 34-62

If an adversary foresees the advantage a state will be able to gain from having a particular reputation—an image assigned to the state by the adversary—the adversary will refuse to assign the state that image. If a state desires an image of resoluteness that it can use to bully (or bluff) its adversaries, those adversaries will refuse to grant that image to the state. Likewise, if a state desires an image of resoluteness that it can use to contribute less to an alliance, its allies will withhold that image from the state, too.

States assume that an adversary who backs down will be more resolute in the next crisis 

Tang 5 – Shiping Tang, associate research fellow and deputy director of the Center for Regional Security Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences in Beijing, January-March 2005, “Reputation, Cult of Reputation, and International Conflict,” Security Studies, Vol. 14, No. 1, p. 34-62

Moreover, whereas a state that backed down in a previous conflict should be perceived to be less resolute, according to the logic of the cult, the bruised state actually may become more resolute (to exact revenge or regain reputation) in the next conflict exactly because it backed down in the previous one. 6 For instance, Russia's humiliation over the annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina in 1908 might have made it unlikely to back down again in 1914,7 and the "peace with honor" in Vietnam might have given the United States more reason to take drastic action in the Mayague-^ incident.78

Therefore, because of the very nature of international politics (anarchy), the link between past behavior and reputation in conflicts is illusory or tenuous at best. To put the reputation question rhetorically, why would anyone believe in your supposedly "hard-earned" reputation when the incentive for you to lie looms so large in the background? After all, in a self-help world, lying is not a sin but a virtue. Unlike human society, in which there is a price to pay for lying, in the anarchic world no one is expected to tell the truth, and the price of lying is simply discounted by the need for survival.

Studies prove past reputation for resolve only matters in a highly limited set of cases 

Dennis and Shannon 7 – Michael Dennis, Ph.D. Candidate in Government at the University of Texas-Austin, and Vaughn P. Shannon, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Northern Iowa and Director of UNI’s Center for International Peace and Security Studies, April 2007, “Militant Islam and the Futile Fight for Reputation,” Security Studies, Vol. 16, No. 2, p. 287-317 

Others are skeptical, suggesting that coercion to increase costs and deter terrorism may have little effect and in some instances can be counterproductive, especially if the group is intrinsically motivated.13 One rationalist study found that rational expectations about counterterrorist retaliation creates a need for unexpectedly large retaliations to cause a deviation from the natural rate of terrorism, but notes that such a disruption is temporary, making “the effects of reprisals in deterring future attacks a short-term phenomenon.”14 A wealth of research challenges this strong view of reputation formation, arguing that reputation is beyond one's control and questioning whether reputation matters among policy makers.15 The evidence on the importance of reputation, and the interdependence of commitments, is mixed. Glenn Snyder and Paul Diesing found only one case, concluding that reputation for resolve may be acquired or lost in specific geographic or issue areas.16 Huth and Bruce Russett found the defender's past behavior and reputation are important only when there is a continuing rivalry with prior confrontations.17 Ted Hopf casts doubt on the interdependence assumption, demonstrating that Soviet decision makers continued to view the United States as a highly credible adversary even after U.S. defeats in the periphery.18

Aff---Resolve Not Key to Heg---Prefer Our Evidence 

Prefer our evidence---no serious analyst of foreign policy believes their disad 

Fettweis 4 – Christopher Fettweis, Professor at the U.S. Army War College, December 2004, “Resolute Eagle or Paper Tiger? Credibility, Reputation and the War on Terror,” online: http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p67147_index.html

First, discussions of intangible interests seem to produce astonishing hyperbole even in otherwise sober analysts. A loss of credibility opens the floodgates to catastrophe, setting off dominos that eventually threaten not only vital interests and make war necessary, but perhaps even may lead to the end of the republic itself. The credibility imperative warns that momentum toward disaster can begin with the smallest demonstration of irresolution, creating a world where there are no inconsequential events. Dulles argued that the loss of Quemoy and Matsu would enable the communists “to begin their objective of driving us out of the western Pacific, right back to Hawaii and even to the United States.”34 Kissinger wrote that if Congress had rejected the sale of AWACS radar systems to Saudi Arabia in 1981, the damage to “our position in the Middle East, to a moderate evolution of the area and to a constructive peace process would be grave, perhaps irretrievable.” The consequences would “haunt us for many years in many fields.”35 Brzezinski apparently believed that if the United States failed to admit the Shah for medical treatment in 1979, there would be “an extraordinarily high price to pay in terms of self-esteem and standing among allies, for uncertain benefits.”36 Larger reverses herald even more disastrous consequences. Nixon felt that a loss in Vietnam “would spark violence wherever our commitments help maintain the peace – in the Middle East, in Berlin, eventually even in the Western Hemisphere.”37 His predecessor was “convinced” that a “retreat from this challenge will open the path to World War III.”38

At times the potential consequences of a loss of credibility are presented in such fanciful terms that they demonstrate either an almost hysterical propensity to believe the worst-case scenario or, what is more likely, an attempt to oversell a policy to skeptics.39 Rusk argued that without U.S. credibility, “the communist world would draw conclusions that would lead to our ruin and almost certainly to a catastrophic war.”40 President Reagan told Congress in 1983 that if the United States failed in Central America, “our credibility would collapse, our alliances would crumble, and the safety of our homeland would be put at jeopardy.”41 Hyperbole can help sell policies, especially ones based on intangible interests that may seem obscure to lawmakers and to the masses. Policymakers have little need to sell policies designed to meet clear, obvious, tangible, threats; when those threats are not as obvious, new rationales have to be invented, and often simplified, to win over the public. Who would oppose the defense of Quemoy and Matsu, if that defense prevented “catastrophic war”? Similarly, it was difficult to argue that aid to the Contras was not in the national interest once it became linked to the survival of NATO and the safety of “our homeland.”

But political calculations cannot account for all of this hyperbole. It is significant that losing credibility always seems more disastrous than gaining it – very rarely has a policymaker felt that if the adversary backs down, a domino effect will bring victories right up to his shores. Prospect theorists would not be surprised to learn that a loss of credibility seems worse than a comparable gain, for that conclusion supports one of the most robust findings of their theory. Over the last decade, some political scientists and psychologists have found a great deal of evidence to support a remark apocryphally credited to former St. Louis Cardinal Dizzy Dean: “Losing hurts twice as bad as winning feels good.”42 If these prospect theorists are correct, then losses credibility should loom larger in the minds of policymakers than gains, perhaps contributing to a psychological environment conducive to belief in hyperbolic worst-case scenarios.
Zero evidence that any adversary ever has changed their behavior because of perception of U.S. resolve 

Fettweis 4 – Christopher Fettweis, Professor at the U.S. Army War College, December 2004, “Resolute Eagle or Paper Tiger? Credibility, Reputation and the War on Terror,” online: http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p67147_index.html

Although it might seem counter-intuitive, in some ways the evolution to unipolarity seems to have served to increase the pressure that the credibility imperative placed on U.S. policymakers. Since none of the crises of the 1990s contained clear threats to vital national interests, perhaps it should not be surprising that reputation loomed large in debates over many of these issues. That messages had much more vague target adversaries (rogues states in particular; global chaos in general) and completely unclear target allies seemed to make little difference to those obsessed with the reputation of the United States. The effect of the imperative in the post-cold war era is more or less what the theory above would predict: it is difficult to point to an instance where a state (or a thug) was either encouraged by a discredited United States or discouraged by U.S. resolution. Of course one can always respond that such counterfactual argument is impossible – it is one of the weaknesses of deterrence that its successes are hard to measure.72 But the evidence thus far suggests that there is little reason to believe that post-cold war policymakers were any more justified in looking past the current crisis than were their predecessors.

Aff---Resolve Not Key to Heg---Tangible Power Outweighs

Tangible power outweighs perception of losing resolve 

Kagan 7 – Robert Kagan, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, August-September 2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Policy Review, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html

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.

Aff---Resolve Not Key to Heg---Realism Proves 

There’s no such thing as credibility or resolve---realism means states always make conservative assumptions about rivals 

Tang 5 – Shiping Tang, associate research fellow and deputy director of the Center for Regional Security Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences in Beijing, January-March 2005, “Reputation, Cult of Reputation, and International Conflict,” Security Studies, Vol. 14, No. 1, p. 34-62

This article goes further than Mercer and argues that reputation cannot form in conflicts because of the anarchical nature of international politics. Because of its simplicity, parsimony, explanatory power, and better fit with empirical findings, this explanation is superior to Mercer's. Anarchy remains the defining feature of international politics, so states operate within an environment of uncertainty. Anarchy produces "a strong sense of peril and doom"62 and "a conservative tendency to think of the future in the worst possible or worst plausible cause terms."63 States have to consistently assume the worst possible scenario, especially when they are engaged in conflicts.64 This "worst-case mentality" has major implications for reputation under anarchy on at least two fronts.65

Foremost, because a state's security ultimately depends on self-help, the worst-case mentality means that a state has to assume its adversaries to be resolute and its allies to be irresolute. Essentially, this worst-case assumption sets a baseline image for both adversaries and allies, and reputation becomes impossible to develop under anarchy. A state cannot lose nor gain reputation among its adversaries by either backing down or standing firm in a conflict, because its adversaries will always assume the state to be resolute (the baseline image) in the next conflict. By the same token, a state cannot lose nor gain reputation among its allies by ei ther backing down or standing firm in a conflict, for its allies will always assume the state to be irresolute in the next conflict. A state is assigned its baseline image by its adversaries and allies at the beginning of a crisis, and no past behavior can change that image ex ante.66

International anarchy proves states will never base behavior on rivals’ past displays of resolve 

Tang 5 – Shiping Tang, associate research fellow and deputy director of the Center for Regional Security Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences in Beijing, January-March 2005, “Reputation, Cult of Reputation, and International Conflict,” Security Studies, Vol. 14, No. 1, p. 34-62

Given that documenting the difference between a state's ex ante and ex post reputation for resolve will be difficult, one can try to reason from a psychological perspective and see why reputation cannot form under anarchy. Under anarchy, a state's worst nightmare is being deceived by its adversaries, and adversaries do have greater incentives to deceive and mislead in a conflict. Therefore, a state must constantly guard against the possibility that an adversary who stood firm in the last round may be enticed to bluff this time, or that an adversary who previously backed down may be especially eager to stand firm and trap the state this time. In other words, a state must fear that its belief about other states (because of their past behavior) may be exploited to its own detriment by those other states. Hence, a state must be extremely careful not to grant its adversary an image of resoluteness even if its adversary stood firm last time, for fear that the adversary may just be bluffing this time. Likewise, a state must be extremely careful not to grant its adversary an image of irresoluteness even if the adversary backed down last time, for fear that the adversary may stand firm this time. In sum, a state must be cautious in fixing its assessment of its adversaries' or allies' resolve.

Aff---Resolve Not Key to Heg---Cuban Missile Crisis Proves

Cuban missile crisis proves rivals don’t assess credibility based on past behavior 

Tang 5 – Shiping Tang, associate research fellow and deputy director of the Center for Regional Security Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences in Beijing, January-March 2005, “Reputation, Cult of Reputation, and International Conflict,” Security Studies, Vol. 14, No. 1, p. 34-62

Rivalry' has long been recognized as the most intensive type of international conflict and the most likely scenario for reputation to matter.32 The U.S.-Soviet rivalry was the first and perhaps the last true global rivalry in history, and both sides had global commitments. If reputation matters at all, one would expect it to have been paramount in the crisis-bargaining process between these two rivals.33

Both Ted Hopf and Daryl Press have examined the role of reputation in the Soviet-US. rivalry in great detail, and what they find contradicts the cult's beliefs.34 In this regard, Press's examination of the Cuban missile crisis is especially illuminating. As Press noted, if one accepts the logic of the cult of reputation (or the "past action theory"), then by the time of the Cuban missile crisis, the Soviet Union should have lost a great deal of its reputation because Nikita Khrushchev had backed down from three previous ultimatums on Berlin.35 Moreover, the Cuban crisis involved the same two leaders (Khrushchev and John F. Kennedy) and thus should have been an ideal case in which to prove the narrower version of the cult.36 The United States should have acted according to the logic of the cult—that is, it should have underestimated the Soviets' resolve and acted accordingly (for example, by taking an extremely hard-line approach).

The evidence that Press uncovered deals a devastating blow to the logic of the cult: "the Executive Committee (Ex Comm) was virtually unanimous on a key point: Soviet credibility to resist any of these U.S. approaches was very high." Perhaps even more extraordinary, there was not even one statement during the entire crisis indicating that U.S. decisionmakers were using Soviet past behavior to predict Soviet actions.37 During the entire cold war, in fact, the Soviets consistently backed down when confronted by the United States. The best it managed was a rough draw at the Berlin Wall. Yet the United States consistently acted as if it did not expect the Soviets to continue to back down. As Robert Jervis put it, "Contrary to American expectations about the inferences others would draw from the American defeat in Vietnam, they themselves did not see further retreats as likely to follow the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan."38 Likewise, the Soviet Union was reluctant to underestimate after repeated U.S. retreats from the Third World.39

Aff---Resolve Not Key to Heg---Only Applies to Bipolarity

Resolve only matters in bipolar systems---it’s meaningless under unipolarity 

Fettweis 4 – Christopher Fettweis, Professor at the U.S. Army War College, December 2004, “Resolute Eagle or Paper Tiger? Credibility, Reputation and the War on Terror,” online: http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p67147_index.html

If bipolarity drove the credibility imperative, or if the peculiarities inherent in a security system built on psychological concepts made concern for reputation inevitable, then one would expect American policymakers to have been less concerned with intangible interests after the collapse of the Soviet Union. After all, those that seemed most concerned with the credibility of U.S. commitments such as Kissinger and Brzezkinski were also those most focused on the competition with the Soviets. The zero-sum vision of the cold war world, in which Moscow stood to gain from every tangible or intangible American loss, presumably contributed to the importance that policymakers in Washington put on their personal and national credibility. Once that zero-sum world collapsed – and with it, the revisionist adversary, the occasionally shaky allies, and the mass of neutrals or semi-neutrals in between – American concerns for their credibility should have diminished as well. At the very least, one would think that the belief in the interdependence of threats would have eased with the end of the cold war.

But the credibility imperative lived on. Rather than ease their obsession for their own reputation, American policymakers adopted their concerns to fit the new situations, enemies and dynamics of the unipolar era. The imperative was present during debates involving every new foreign policy issue, beginning with the first war in the Gulf, and it served the same functions as it did during the cold war. The first President Bush defended the need to expel Saddam Hussein from Iraq in terms of the message it sent to other would-be aggressors. “In the face of tyranny,” he argued, “let no one doubt American credibility and reliability. Let no one doubt our staying power.”47 Former President Nixon opined that without Desert Storm “other aggressors will be encouraged to wage war against their neighbors and peace will be in jeopardy everywhere in the world.”48 The fact that these “other aggressors” were typically illdefined and vague did not prevent intangible assets from remaining vitally important to many analysts.

Aff---Resolve Doesn’t Solve Terrorism 

Resolve doesn’t solve terrorism---militants never interpret it positively 

Dennis and Shannon 7 – Michael Dennis, Ph.D. Candidate in Government at the University of Texas-Austin, and Vaughn P. Shannon, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Northern Iowa and Director of UNI’s Center for International Peace and Security Studies, April 2007, “Militant Islam and the Futile Fight for Reputation,” Security Studies, Vol. 16, No. 2, p. 287-317 

Next, looking at cases of firmness as well, we find that there is no reward for resolve in the perceptions of militant Islamists. Acts of firmness are discounted, reinterpreted, or situationally attributed to preserve the paper tiger image of the superpowers in the minds of the militants. Thus there is little value in fighting for reputation if the goal is to deter militants by the firmness of their adversary. The implications for a war on terror are significant if a war for reputation is pointless, or if exiting wars has reputational consequences for how the United States and others are perceived.

Aff---Resolve Focus Causes War 

Prioritizing resolve in foreign policy causes war 

Tang 5 – Shiping Tang, associate research fellow and deputy director of the Center for Regional Security Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences in Beijing, January-March 2005, “Reputation, Cult of Reputation, and International Conflict,” Security Studies, Vol. 14, No. 1, p. 34-62

Decisionmakers' persistent concern for losing reputation has brought unnecessary bloodiness to international politics: too many wars have been waged for the sake of defending honor, prestige, reputation, and credibility. During the cold war alone, the two superpowers fought at least three large-scale wars (Korea, Vietnam, and Afghanistan) and were involved in countless proxy conflicts for the sake of reputation (or prestige, honor, and credibility).42 On many occasions, politicians' only justification for plunging into conflicts was defending reputation and credibility. Consider Ronald Reagan's justification for U.S. involvement in Central America: "If we cannot defend ourselves (in Central America)... our credibility will collapse and our alliance will crumble----If Central America were to fall,... which ally, which friend would trust us then?" (Type I-a).43

Attempting to signal resolve leads to crisis breakdowns an dwar

Tang 5 – Shiping Tang, associate research fellow and deputy director of the Center for Regional Security Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences in Beijing, January-March 2005, “Reputation, Cult of Reputation, and International Conflict,” Security Studies, Vol. 14, No. 1, p. 34-62

The third cult-derived peril is that the cult increases the probability of misperception during crisis bargaining. States in crisis bargaining often try to communicate their resolve by claiming that, although they may not be ready to defend a place for its intrinsic interest, they nonetheless are ready to defend it for the sake of their reputation.56 The rationale behind such posturing is that staking one's reputation is an effective means of making one's commitment credible.57 At the same time, however, states almost never judge an adversary's resolve based on their calculation of how much the adversary values its reputation or credibility. Instead, states judge an adversary's resolve based on their calculation of the adversary's interest and capability.58

These dynamics lead to a scenario in which both sides in a conflict seek to convey resolve by staking their reputations, while both sides also heavily discount signals based on such rhetoric. Thus, cult-based signals tend to make the two sides in crisis bargaining talk past each other. For instance, the United Kingdom's cult-based signal that it had to stand firm because its reputation (and prestige) was at stake was largely ignored in Argentina during the crisis bargaining preceding the Falklands/Malvinas war,59 just as us. leaders' repeated warnings to the North Vietnamese that the United States would fight to the end to defend its reputation and prevent the domino effect fell on deaf ears. As a result, the cult makes it more difficult for the two sides in a conflict to read how much the other side values the issue in dispute; signals intended to deter war cannot deter, and preventable war cannot be prevented.6"

Concern with U.S. credibility and resolve chain-gangs the U.S. into fighting wars just to demonstrate strength 

Layne 97 - Christopher Layne, associate professor of International Affairs at the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University, Summer 1997, International Security, Vol. 22, No. 1, p.102-103

The diplomatic historian Robert J. McMahon has observed that since 1945 U.S. policymakers consistently have asserted that American credibility is "among the most critical of all foreign policy objectives.” As Khalilzad makes clear, they still are obsessed with the need to preserve America's reputation for honoring its security commitments: "The credibility of U.S. alliances can be undermined if key allies, such as Germany and Japan, believe that the current arrangements do not deal adequately with threats to their security. It could also be undermined if, over an extended period, the United States is perceived as lacking the will or capability to lead in protecting their interest^."^^ Credibility is believed to be crucial if the extended deterrence guarantees on which the strategy of preponderance rests are to remain robust.

Preponderance's concern with credibility leads to the belief that US, commitments are interdependent. As Thomas C. Schelling has put it: "Few parts of the world are intrinsically worth the risk of serious war by themselves . . . but defending them or running risks to protect them may preserve one's commitments to action in other parts of the world at later times."45 If others perceive that the United States has acted irresolutely in a specific crisis, they will conclude that it will not honor its commitments in future crises. Hence, as happened repeatedly in the Cold War, the United States has taken military action in peripheral areas to demonstrate-both to allies and potential adversaries- that it will uphold its security obligations in core areas.

Aff---Resolve Focus Counterproductive 

Focus on resolve is counter-productive---signaling doesn’t spill over between crises and over-focus on credibility causes policy failure 

Fettweis 4 – Christopher Fettweis, Professor at the U.S. Army War College, December 2004, “Resolute Eagle or Paper Tiger? Credibility, Reputation and the War on Terror,” online: http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p67147_index.html

A policy recommendation follows fairly logically from the propositions outlined above: Policymakers are wise to fight the natural temptation to look beyond the current crisis when deciding on action. Both theoretical logic and empirical evidence suggest that actions taken in the present will likely not have a predictable effect on the crises of the future, for better or for worse. The almost overwhelming tendency to try to send messages through national actions will increase the odds of policy mishaps and outright folly. On a strategic level, looking toward future can tie the hands of the present – sometimes bluff and concession can be quite useful in achieving national goals, but those focused on credibility will tend to do neither, in the belief that such strategies will make the next crisis more difficult to handle. When the credibility imperative drives policy, states fearful of hyperbolic future consequences are likely to follow hawkish recommendations in order to send messages that other states are unlikely to receive. Mercer argued that reputations are not worth fighting for; this paper takes that a step further, counseling decision makers to focus on the present, and let the future take care of itself. Doing otherwise will likely prove fruitless at best, and counterproductive at worst.

Aff---No Balancing/No Challengers 

No challenger to U.S. heg 

Bromley 9 – Simon Bromley, Senior Lecturer in Politics and International Studies in the Faculty of Social Sciences at the Open University, August 2009, “Obama and the prospects for international order,” Economy and Society, Vol. 38, No. 3, p. 525-529 

The final concern is around an altogether wider question of the general diffusion of economic power away from the United States and the yawning gap between military and economic considerations. This was the true Achilles heel of American power. Even the neo-conservatives realized that talk of unipolarity was only a partial description of the configurations of international politics. Clearly, the United States would not face a global competitor any time soon - loose talk about multipolarity from China, Russia and even France and Germany was at best a wish that the United States would exercise its prerogatives in accordance with the status quo pieties of the UN Security Council. Yet, the position of the United States itself - in the Asia-Pacific, North Atlantic and Western Hemisphere - depended on the legitimacy created by institutionalizing shared interests such that none of these regions sought to act independently, let alone counter to American priorities. (In this respect, the Middle East was the outlier: a region where the United States was unavoidably and deeply entangled because of oil and Israel, but where it had no institutionalized presence and precious few common interests.)

Even committed adversaries can’t successfully balance 

Kagan 7 – Robert Kagan, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, August-September 2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Policy Review, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html

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.

Aff---Hegemony Durable---Nothing Can Undermine 

Nothing can possibly undermine heg:

a)  No challengers are viable even if they win a massive link

Brooks & Wohlforth 8 – Stephen G. Brooks, Assistant Professor of Government at Dartmouth, and William C. Wohlforth, Associate Professor of Government at Dartmouth, 2008, World Out of Balance: International Relations and the Challenge of American Primacy, p. 1-3

The dissolution of the Soviet Union marked the emergence of historically unprecedented U.S. advantages in the scales of world power. No system of sovereign states has ever contained one state with comparable material preponderance.1 Following its invasion of Afghanistan in 2001, the United States loomed so large on the world stage that many scholars called it an empire,2 but the costly turmoil that engulfed Iraq following the toppling of Saddam Hussein in 2003 quieted such talk. Suddenly, the limits of U.S. power became the new preoccupation. Many analysts began to compare the United States to Britain at the beginning of the twentieth century—an overstretched, declining, “weary Titan” that “staggers under the too vast orb of his fate.”3

What accounts for this sudden shift in assessments of American power? For most observers, it was not new information about material capabilities. As Robert Jervis observes, “Measured in any conceivable way, the United States has a greater share of world power than any other country in history.”4 That statement was as accurate when it was written in 2006 as it would have been at any time after 1991, and the primacy it describes will long persist, even if the most pessimistic prognostications about U.S. economic, military, and technological competitiveness come true. For most scholars of international relations, what really changed after 2003 were estimates of the political utility of America’s primacy. Suddenly, scholars were impressed by the fact that material preponderance does not always translate into desired outcomes. For many, theories of international relations (IR) that explain constraints on the use of power were vindicated by American setbacks in Iraq and elsewhere.

For more than three decades, much IR scholarship has been devoted to theories about how the international environment shapes states’ behavior. 5 Applying them to the case at hand, scholars have drawn on each of the main IR theories—realism, institutionalism, constructivism, and liberalism—to identify external (or “systemic”) constraints that undermine the value of the United States’ primacy, greatly restricting the range of security policies it can pursue. Scholars emphasize a variety of elements in the international system that constrain U.S. security policy: international institutions, balancing dynamics, global economic interdependence, and legitimacy. The upshot is simple but portentous for the contours of international politics in the decades to come: the political utility of U.S. material primacy is attenuated or even negated by enduring properties of the international system.

The purpose of this book is to undertake a systematic evaluation of the external constraints that scholars have highlighted and thereby gain a better understanding of the United States’ global role. This entails answering four questions: Does the United States face the imminent prospect of having its power checked by a balancing coalition of other great powers? As it has become increasingly exposed to the international economy, has the United States become more vulnerable to other actors’ attempts to influence its security policies? Is the United States tightly bound by the need to maintain a good general reputation for cooperation in international institutions? Does the United States need to adhere to existing rules to sustain legitimacy and thus maintain today’s international institutional order?

Our answer to each of these questions is no—a finding that overturns the scholarly conventional wisdom, according to which these factors strongly constrain U.S. security policy. On the contrary, the unprecedented concentration of power resources in the United States generally renders inoperative the constraining effects of the systemic properties long central to research in international relations.

b)  No military challenge is possible---R&D gap

Brooks & Wohlforth 8 – Stephen G. Brooks, Assistant Professor of Government at Dartmouth, and William C. Wohlforth, Associate Professor of Government at Dartmouth, 2008, World Out of Balance: International Relations and the Challenge of American Primacy, p. 38 

The very same arguments apply in reverse to the hegemon. Consider, for example, high-technology military capabilities. An important feature of the current international security landscape is the absence of competition on this crucial dimension of power. The United States’ massive commitment to R&D in general and military-related R&D in particular presents ever higher barriers to entry into this competition. The trend since the collapse of the Soviet Union’s military industrial complex has been a steady widening of the U.S. lead.32 This dramatic advantage is not restricted to military weaponry; the United States is also in a class by itself in collecting, processing, and distributing information on the battlefield. To reverse the momentum in this state of affairs would require Herculean efforts.

c)  Inertia is enough to ensure U.S. heg---we’re not even trying to stay on top 

Brooks & Wohlforth 8 – Stephen G. Brooks, Assistant Professor of Government at Dartmouth, and William C. Wohlforth, Associate Professor of Government at Dartmouth, 2008, World Out of Balance: International Relations and the Challenge of American Primacy, p. 45-46

We have argued that the larger, more comprehensive, and more entrenched the hegemon’s lead, the more formidable the collective action and coordination barriers to balancing, and the higher the likely domestic, autonomy, and opportunity costs of pursuing this strategy. Given the current distribution of capabilities, we would thus not expect the counterbalancing constraint to be operative. The contours of China’s behavior on the international scene—no counterbalancing, a peaceful rise, avoiding focused enmity of the United States—are consistent with our argument. The consensus view of experts on China’s foreign relations is that the strategic reasoning behind this behavior is also exactly as our argument would expect. And, of course, none of the other major powers is trying to counterbalance U.S. power. But then, by historical standards the United States is not working very hard to keep its lead. And the core findings about the size and comprehensiveness of the U.S. lead apply to both extant and, as best as it can be measured, latent power. Hence, prospective counterbalancers can be far more certain of the likely cost and ultimate outcome of a concerted effort to rein in U.S. power than any of their counterparts over the last three centuries.

Aff---Hegemony Durable---Military Power Gap 

Military power gap is overwhelming---ensures heg is durable and no challenger could possibly catch up

Brooks & Wohlforth 8 – Stephen G. Brooks, Assistant Professor of Government at Dartmouth, and William C. Wohlforth, Associate Professor of Government at Dartmouth, 2008, World Out of Balance: International Relations and the Challenge of American Primacy, p. 27-32

“Nothing has ever existed like this disparity of power; nothing,” historian Paul Kennedy observes: “I have returned to all of the comparative defense spending and military personnel statistics over the past 500 years that I compiled in The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, and no other nation comes close.”13 Though assessments of U.S. power have changed since those words were written in 2002, they remain true. Even when capabilities are understood broadly to include economic, technological, and other wellsprings of national power, they are concentrated in the United States to a degree never before experienced in the history of the modern system of states and thus never contemplated by balance-of-power theorists.

The United States spends more on defense than all the other major military powers combined, and most of those powers are its allies. Its massive investments in the human, institutional, and technological requisites of military power, cumulated over many decades, make any effort to match U.S. capabilities even more daunting than the gross spending numbers imply. Military research and development (R&D) may best capture the scale of the long-term investments that give the United States a dramatic qualitative edge in military capabilities. As table 2.1 shows, in 2004 U.S. military R&D expenditures were more than six times greater than those of Germany, Japan, France, and Britain combined. By some estimates over half the military R&D expenditures in the world are American.14 And this disparity has been sustained for decades: over the past 30 years, for example, the United States has invested over three times more than the entire European Union on military R&D.15

These vast commitments have created a preeminence in military capabilities vis-a`-vis all the other major powers that is unique after the seventeenth century. While other powers could contest U.S. forces near their homelands, especially over issues on which nuclear deterrence is credible, the United States is and will long remain the only state capable of projecting major military power globally.16 This capacity arises from “command of the commons”—that is, unassailable military dominance over the sea, air, and space. As Barry Posen puts it,

Command of the commons is the key military enabler of the U.S. global power position. It allows the United States to exploit more fully other sources of power, including its own economic and military might as well as the economic and military might of its allies. Command of the commons also helps the United States to weaken its adversaries, by restricting their access to economic, military and political assistance. . . . Command of the commons provides the United States with more useful military potential for a hegemonic foreign policy than any other offshore power has ever had.17

Aff---Hegemony Doesn’t Solve War 

Their evidence is wrong – three reasons: it hugely overestimates U.S. ability to prevent conflict, underestimates the costs of hegemony (i.e. war) and relies on threat inflation to justify an activist grand strategy 

Layne 6 - Christopher Layne, Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A & M University, 2006, The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present, p. 176-177

A second contention advanced by proponents of American hegemony is that the United States cannot withdraw from Eurasia because a great power war there could shape the post-conflict international system in ways harmful to U.S. interests. Hence, the United States “could suffer few economic losses during a war, or even benefit somewhat, and still find the postwar environ​ment quite costly to its own trade and investment.”59 This really is not an eco​nomic argument but rather an argument about the consequences of Eura​sia’s political and ideological, as well as economic, closure. Proponents of hegemony fear that if great power wars in Eurasia occur, they could bring to power militaristic or totalitarian regimes. Here, several points need to be made. First, proponents of American hegemony overestimate the amount of influence that the United States has on the international system. There are numerous possible geopolitical rivalries in Eurasia. Most of these will not cul​minate in war, but it’s a good bet that some will. But regardless of whether Eurasian great powers remain at peace, the outcomes are going to be caused more by those states’ calculations of their interests than by the presence of U.S. forces in Eurasia. The United States has only limited power to affect the amount of war and peace in the international system, and whatever influence it does have is being eroded by the creeping multipolarization under way in Eurasia. Second, the possible benefits of “environment shaping” have to be weighed against the possible costs of U.S. involvement in a big Eurasian war. Finally, distilled to its essence, this argument is a restatement of the fear that U.S. security and interests inevitably will be jeopardized by a Eurasian hege​mon. This threat is easily exaggerated, and manipulated, to disguise ulterior motives for U.S. military intervention in Eurasia.

Aff---Hegemony Decline Doesn’t Cause War---General

U.S. hegemonic decline doesn’t cause war---no risk of their apolarity args either

Crossick 10 – Stanley Crossick, director and founding chairman of the European Policy Centre, and a senior fellow at the Brussels Institute of Contemporary China Studies, February 9, 2010, “China’s Challenge to American hegemony,” online: http://crossick.blogactiv.eu/2010/02/09/china%E2%80%99s-challenge-to-american-hegemony/

It is important to see China as it is, not as we wish or fear it to be. In 1943, President Franklin Roosevelt declared that China “has become one of the great Democracies of the world.” That was nonsense, of course. But so, I believe, are perceptions of China as an emerging anti-democratic hegemon. The more likely prospect is that China will take its place alongside the United States and others at the head of a multilateral system of global governance. In such an oligarchic world order, China will have great prestige but no monopoly on power comparable to that which the US has recently enjoyed.

America has already lost its global political hegemony. But, for all the reasons mentioned, China is neither inclined nor capable of succeeding to this role. The Anglo-American financial model is much tarnished by recent events. But no alternative to it has yet emerged. It seems certain that whatever does replace it will be crafted by many hands, only some of which will be Chinese. American consumption is no longer the sole driver of the global economy. The Chinese market has come to play an important part in sustaining world growth. But China is not the only economy that is rising. In some areas of global trade and investment, China will be a dominant factor. In others, it will not be. In the military arena, even if fiscal limitations force retrenchment, the US will, for many years to come, remain the only power with global reach.
Americans will find it difficult to adjust to a world in which they are no longer all-powerful in all spheres. But they are a flexible and resilient people who can and will accommodate change. Neither they nor the Chinese will cease to pursue their national interests as they see them. In many instances, these views will more or less coincide. On such matters, if others agree, there will be global progress. Where there is disagreement, there will be pressure from others to search for common ground. Neither will be so powerful that they can ignore such pressure.

In short, the world in future will be more “democratic” and, likely, more muddled than in the past because many countries, not just the US or China, will share power in it. There will be ample opportunity for countries with trusted relationships with Washington and Beijing to influence how they participate in global affairs. There will be no hegemon, and there will be no “G-2.”

Hegemonic transitions don’t cause war – nuclear deterrence checks

Ikenberry 8 - G. John Ikenberry, Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University, January/February 2008, Foreign Affairs, “The Rise of China and the Future of the West” 

THE MOST important benefit of these features today is that they give the Western order a remarkable capacity to accommodate rising powers. New entrants into the system have ways of gaining status and authority and opportunities to play a role in governing the order. The fact that the United States, China, and other great powers have nuclear weapons also limits the ability of a rising power to overturn the existing order. In the age of nuclear deterrence, great-power war is, thankfully, no longer a mechanism of historical change. War-driven change has been abolished as a historical process.

Shifts in hegemonic power are often peaceful – there’s no reason hegemonic transitions inevitably cause war

Ikenberry 8 - G. John Ikenberry, Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University, January/February 2008, Foreign Affairs, “The Rise of China and the Future of the West” 

But not all power transitions generate war or overturn the old order. In the early decades of the twentieth century, the United Kingdom ceded authority to the United States without great conflict or even a rupture in relations. From the late 1940s to the early 1990s, Japan's economy grew from the equivalent of five percent of U.S. GDP to the equivalent of over 60 percent of U.S. GDP, and yet Japan never challenged the existing international order.

Clearly, there are different types of power transitions. Some states have seen their economic and geopolitical power grow dramatically and have still accommodated themselves to the existing order. Others have risen up and sought to change it. Some power transitions have led to the breakdown of the old order and the establishment of a new international hierarchy. Others have brought about only limited adjustments in the regional and global system.

A variety of factors determine the way in which power transitions unfold. The nature of the rising state's regime and the degree of its dissatisfaction with the old order are critical: at the end of the nineteenth century, the United States, a liberal country an ocean away from Europe, was better able to embrace the British-centered international order than Germany was. But even more decisive is the character of the international order itself--for it is the nature of the international order that shapes a rising state's choice between challenging that order and integrating into it.

Aff---Hegemony Decline Doesn’t Cause War---AT: Apolarity

Their impacts are based on bad and biased scholarship 

Layne 7 - Christopher Layne, associate professor of International Affairs at the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University, 2007, American Empire: A Debate, p. 129

What this theory leaves out is what political scientists call “the state”—a nation’s central decision-makers and the institutional mechanisms through which they exercise power. Because it is overtly antistatist, liberal political theory downplays the role of the state. But even in liberal countries like the United States, the state is an autonomous actor. That is, rather than by being constrained by civil society, the state mobilizes the levers of power to manipu​late civil society and harness it to support state policies. For example, to main​tain public support for an imperial policy abroad—and their grip on political power at home—American foreign policy elites have since the early 20th cen​tury engaged in a calculated policy of threat exaggeration to overcome the stubborn fact that, because of geography and its overwhelming power, the United States is basically immune from serious threats from abroad. Conse​quently, for well over a century, official American rhetoric has been based on a finely honed set of images: dangerous ideologies, a “shrinking world,” and falling dominoes. To mobilize support for their policies, the American foreign policy elite has created a rhetorical climate of fear in order to convince Ameri​cans that only strategic internationalism can preserve the nation’s security and way of life.

Aff---Hegemony Decline Doesn’t Cause War---Middle East

U.S. aims in the Middle East are expansionist---presence undermines overall stability 

Gordon 4 - Neve Gordon, professor of politics at Ben-Gurion University, Israel, visiting scholar at the Human Rights Center and Center for Middle Eastern Studies at the University of California, Berkeley, September 1, 2004, online: http://www.dissidentvoice.org/Sept04/Gordon0901.htm

Former President Bill Clinton began his tenure after the demise of the Soviet Union, and thus he was the first president to enter office following the establishment of U.S. hegemony around the globe. Accordingly, maintaining the status quo became the cornerstone of his foreign policy, which meant that U.S. interests would best be served so long as the Middle East remained stable. Recently, former U.S. Ambassador to Israel Martin Indyk pointed out that the Clinton administration promoted the peace process between Israel and the Palestinians not for its own sake, but rather as a means to uphold stability. Thus, stability was the goal and peace became merely the instrument to achieve it. 

After 9/11, Clinton’s Middle East policy was radically transformed. Instead of stability, the Bush administration wanted change. The existing American hegemony was deemed insufficient by Bush’s advisors, who sought to expand and strengthen U.S. control over the region’s oil and natural gas resources. Bush accordingly decided to change the configuration of a few Middle Eastern countries so as to advance these objectives, camouflaging his actions with noble terms like “democratization” and “freedom.” 

If for Clinton the peace process became an instrument to promote stability, Bush has employed war as a means to bring about change. Whereas Clinton was content with the hierarchical power relations created following the end of the Cold War, Bush set out on a crusade to extend U.S. control. The wars waged in Afghanistan and Iraq are the most evident manifestations of this policy transformation.

U.S. presence and hegemony in the Middle East means inevitable blowback and terrorism

Gordon 4 - Neve Gordon, professor of politics at Ben-Gurion University, Israel, visiting scholar at the Human Rights Center and Center for Middle Eastern Studies at the University of California, Berkeley, September 1, 2004, online: http://www.dissidentvoice.org/Sept04/Gordon0901.htm

Along the same lines, both administrations have been against the democratization of the international realm, excluding such bodies as the United Nations and the European Union from playing a meaningful role in the Middle East. Again, the rationale is that the international democratization of power would threaten U.S. hegemony. 

The anti-democratic strain informing U.S. foreign policy is, however, shortsighted for it does not take into account what Cornell University political scientist Susan Buck-Morss has called the “dialectic of power.” In her book, Thinking Past Terror Buck-Morss shows how power actually produces its own vulnerability. The ongoing occupation and control of Middle East countries, alongside U.S.’s unflinching support for brutal military dictators, oppressive feudal kings, and the occupation of Palestine, will eventually engender violent forces that will end-up attacking the U.S. Think of Osama Bin-Laden, who was initially trained by the U.S. to attack Soviet troops. Isn’t he a clear manifestation of the idea that power creates its own vulnerability?

Aff---Hegemony Decline Doesn’t Cause War---Asia 

Security competition in East Asia would be beneficial – it’d cause states to balance one another, freeing the U.S. of the costs of extended deterrence but securing all the benefits

Layne 97 - Christopher Layne, associate professor of International Affairs at the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University, Summer 1997, International Security, Vol. 22, No. 1, p. 118-119

An offshore balancing strategy would be grounded on the assumption that relative economic power matters. Domestic economic revitalization and a neomercantilist international economic policy would be integral components of the strategy. The strategy, however, also would seek to maximize U.S. relative power by capitalizing on its geostrategically privileged position. If the United States adopted an offshore balancing strategy, security competitions almost certainly would occur in East Asia and Europe. The United States would be the primary beneficiary of these rivalries between (among) the other great powers in the emerging multipolar system. Noninsular states' constant worry about possible threats from nearby neighbors is a factor that historically has increased the relative power position of insular states.87 Offshore balancing thus would be a more sophisticated power-maximizing strategy than preponderance: the United States would be able to enhance its relative power without having to confront rivals directly. Great powers that stand on the sidelines while their peers engage in security competitions and conflict invariably gain in relative power.88

Multipolarity challenges strategists because a state can be threatened by more than a single adversary. It is often unclear which of potential multiple rivals poses the most salient threat, whether measured in terms of capabilities, intentions, or time. In East Asia, where China and Japan are emerging great powers, the United States confronts this dilemma of multiple rivals. Offshore balancing is the classic grand strategic response of an insular great power facing two (or more) potential peer competitors in the same region. As an offshore balancer, the United States would increase its relative power against both China and Japan by letting them compete and balance against, and contain, each other.89
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