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Failing democracy promotion now- Obama wants to promote democracy but can’t

The Washington Post 1/19/2009 (Fred Hiatt, Editorial Page Editor, “The Power of the Ballot”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/story/2009/01/19/ST2009011900849.html)

President Bush has soured many Americans, and especially many Democrats, on democracy promotion. His after-the-fact invocation of democracy as a rationale for war when no weapons of mass destruction were found in Iraq; his abandonment of democrats in Egypt and elsewhere after his extravagant promises, in his 2005 inaugural address, to spread liberty across the globe; and his betrayal of liberal ideals in America's treatment of foreign detainees -- all this tainted his "freedom agenda" for many. So perhaps it shouldn't have been surprising that Secretary of State-designate Hillary Clinton, in a lengthy opening statement at her confirmation hearing, invoked just about every conceivable goal but democracy promotion. Building alliances, fighting terror, stopping disease, promoting women's rights, nurturing prosperity -- but hardly a peep about elections, human rights, freedom, liberty or self-rule. She expressed support for democracy promotion, but in less prominent written answers submitted for the record. 

If her policy follows this template, it would break not only with Bush but with U.S. tradition stretching back long before him. It was Clinton's husband, after all, who said in his 1994 State of the Union: "Ultimately the best strategy to ensure our security and to build a durable peace is to support the advance of democracy elsewhere." 

So when President-elect Barack Obama visited The Post last week, I asked where democracy promotion would figure in his administration. His answer, unhesitating, showed that he gets it: "Well, I think it needs to be at a central part of our foreign policy. It is who we are. It is one of our best exports, if it is not exported simply down the barrel of a gun." 

Obama went on to say, though, that Bush had mistakenly equated democracy with elections. The first question, Obama said, "is freedom from want and freedom from fear. If people aren't secure, if people are starving, then elections may or may not address those issues, but they are not a perfect overlay." 
Withdrawal key to improving US soft power
William E. Odom , Professor of Political Science @ Yale University and Research Fellow @ Hudson Institute , Retired Army Lieutenant General, Former head of Army intelligence (Reagan), former director of the National Security Agency (Reagan), and served on the National Security Council (Carter), William E. Odom, "Victory Is Not an Option", The Washington Post, 2/11/07, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/02/09/AR2007020901917.html
Realigning our diplomacy and military capabilities to achieve order will hugely reduce the numbers of our enemies and gain us new and important allies. This cannot happen, however, until our forces are moving out of Iraq. Why should Iran negotiate to relieve our pain as long as we are increasing its influence in Iraq and beyond? Withdrawal will awaken most leaders in the region to their own need for U.S.-led diplomacy to stabilize their neighborhood.
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Soft power is key to US democracy promotion. 

William Fisher, Fmr. manager, economic development programs in the Middle East for USAID and the State Dept., 5-10-2007. (TruthOut, Arab Nations Say “No Thanks” to American Democracy Promotion, p. http://www.truthout.org/docs_2006/051007K.shtml)
The US war to bring democracy to Iraq has caused a large majority of Middle Eastern Arabs to reject any similar American campaigns in their countries.

 The US war to bring democracy to Iraq has caused a large majority of Middle Eastern Arabs to reject any similar American campaigns in their countries. This is among the principal findings of a new attitude survey of Arabs in Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates, Egypt and Lebanon. The survey findings were presented by Dr. James J. Zogby, president of the Arab American Institute, in testimony last week before two subcommittees of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs. Zogby appeared before the Subcommittee on International Organizations, Human Rights, and Oversight and the Subcommittee on Middle East and Asia.     "In almost every case, Arabs still admired American values, people, culture and products. But they did not like US policies. And it was this that drove down America's overall favorable ratings and drove up US negatives," Zogby said.     He added that Arabs are judging the US not on how Americans live or what they say about themselves, but on how the US treats them - how they perceive America is applying its values to them.     When asked whether their overall attitude toward the US was shaped by our stated values or our policies, "Arabs by significant majorities indicate that it is our policies that are decisive," Zogby said.     He told the Congressional committee that the survey showed the most significant policy issues shaping negative attitudes were "our treatment of the Palestinians, our policy in Iraq, and our overall treatment of Arabs and Islam in general - sometimes citing specific practices (detention, torture, etc.) These negative behaviors combine to call into question our adherence to our stated values."     "Our polling has shown us that Arabs, like people all over the world, have, as their principal political and personal concerns, issues related to their families and their economic well-being, health care and the educational opportunities available to themselves and their children," Zogby said.     But, he testified, Arabs - even those disposed to like Americans - overwhelmingly rejected (US) help in dealing with matters of internal reform. Even those who value (America's) "freedom and democracy" did not want our assistance in promoting democracy in their country.     Those who sought our assistance wanted two things, Zogby said. "They want us to help solve the Arab-Israeli conflict; and they want assistance in capacity-building - expanding employment, and improving health care and education."     These are the customary objectives of America's traditional foreign aid programs.     "Make no mistake," Zogby declared. "The situation of the Palestinians, (US) actions and policies in Iraq, (America's) perceived complicity in last year's war in Lebanon, Abu Ghraib, Guantanamo Bay, secret prisons, and last year's Dubai Ports World debacle have taken and continue to take a toll on America's standing" in the Arab world.     "When Arabs think about America, it is in terms of how (US policies) have impacted their region and lives," he said.     He explained that poll results from four Arab countries "establish the striking difference between attitudes toward American science, freedom and democracy, people and movies, on the one hand, and America's Middle East policies on the other."     Describing the numbers as "startling," he said 52 percent of Saudis like our values of freedom and democracy, but only eight percent support our policy toward Arabs. Sixty-three percent of the Lebanese people like Americans, while only six percent approve of our policy toward the Palestinians. Seventy-two percent of Egyptians like American science and technology, and 60 percent like Americans; yet only one percent feel favorably about our policies toward Arabs and the Palestinians."     The polling organization, Zogby International, has been conducting similar surveys for a number of years. During these years, America's "negatives" have been steadily rising.     Zogby said that in earlier polls the "American people" were viewed positively in most Arab countries. But by December 2006 only "American education" received a net favorable rating.     "This represents a drop in favorability ratings from 52 percent to 22 percent for American movies in Saudi Arabia; in Lebanon, the favorable rating for the American people dropped 19 percent; and in Egypt the favorable rating for the American people dropped from 60 percent to only 23 percent. In Saudi Arabia and Lebanon, the majority view of "American freedom/democracy" and "American products" is positive. In earlier polls, the "American people" were viewed positively in most Arab countries. In 2006, this is the case only in Lebanon," he said.     He said the results of the current survey "establish the striking difference between attitudes toward American science, freedom and democracy, people and movies, on the one hand, and America's Middle East policies on the other. For three-quarters to five-sixths of Arabs, our policies are more determinative of their attitude toward us than our values." 
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Democracy promotion turns the aff—it is a imperialist move to invade and civilize other states.

Buchan 02 Bruce Buchan  B Arts (Hons), M Arts, PhD winner of B Arts (Hons), M Arts, PhD Senior Lecturer, School of Humanities Senior Lecturer, School of Humanities “Explaining War and Peace: Kant and Liberal IR Theory” Alternatives v. 27

The Normative Superiority of Liberalism

Among the many attempts to offer such an explanation, Michael Doyle's is the most theoretically sophisticated defense of the argument that "constitutionally secure liberal states" do not fight wars with other liberal states and that a steadily increasing number of liberal states worldwide indicates that a "liberal zone of peace, a pacific union, has been maintained and has expanded." (24) Nonetheless, he contends that liberal states do not necessarily pursue peaceful means in their dealings with nonliberal states, and hence the pacific union "extends as far as, and no further than, the relations among liberal states." (25) Doyle bases his position on Kant's teleological account of the emergence of a pacific federation of republican states characterized by a unique combination of principle (right) and self-interest. (26) Kant is credited with having realized not simply the normative superiority of liberal-republican states, but to have acknowledged that they were also most likely to fully engage in commerce and trade with other nations, gaining thereby greater wealth and economic power than other states. (27) Consequently, the great complexity and diversity of economic ties between liberal, republican states prevents any conflict of interest between them from dominating and souring the overall relationship. In relations with nonliberal states, however, their very paucity of relations with economically powerful liberal-republican states invites just this sort of problem. Such relationships are likely to be ruptured and may lead to war when a conflict of interest develops and no other profitable relations are able to counterbalance the resulting "tension." (28) The economic success of liberal states, however, is not without its own perils since it may lead to aggressive policies toward weak nondemocratic states to protect commercial interests. Consequently, while liberalism has enjoyed considerable success in eliminating war between similarly developed liberal states, Doyle admits that dealings between these and less developed illiberal states have been less peaceful. (29) The problem that liberal IR theorists must then explain is how liberal states can be identified as both agents of peace and the potentially warlike instruments of foreign policy. This dilemma has produced two quite different attempts to explain the presumed pacific tendencies of the liberal state: one appeals explicitly to a normative basis of liberal peace; the other looks to a "conflict-centered" appreciation of the creation of peace through war. I argue, however, that even where the effort is made to eschew a normative explanation, contemporary liberal theorists rely on the assumption that liberal states have a normative superiority over nonliberal states. In tracing the peacefulness of liberal states and civil societies to this normative superiority, an implicit conception of civilization is sustained within liberal discourse, often without acknowledgement. (30) Normative explanations of liberal peacefulness rest on the perception that nonliberal states are "in a state of aggression" with their own populations, and hence lack legitimacy. (31) This explicitly normative explanation is a popular one because it appeals to the liberal faith that liberal and representative states "seek their citizens' true interests" and are therefore "pacific and trustworthy," while nonliberal states are deemed "dangerous because they seek other ends, such as conquest or plunder." (32) For the sake of enduring peace, therefore, these illiberal, troublemaking states must be "transformed into democracies." (33) The liberal response to the presence of nonliberal states is thus motivated by the normative perception that they are "unreasonable, unpredictable, and potentially dangerous ... ruled by despots, or with unenlightened citizenries ... [seeking] illiberal ends such as conquest, intolerance, or impoverishment of others." (34) As Russett argues, "if people in a democracy perceive themselves as autonomous, self-governing people who share norms of live-and-let-live, they will respect the rights of others to self-determination if those others are also perceived as self-governing and hence not easily led into aggressive foreign policies by a self-serving elite." (35) Despite its popularity, the normative explanation of liberal peacefulness has rarely been accepted as sufficient, and this has led to an alternative explanation that relies on the conviction that in actual military competition, liberal states will prove more powerful and resilient than nonliberal states. (36) Hence, the most sophisticated spokesperson of this explanation, Doyle, has used Kant to argue that armed conflict between states will ensure the ultimate victory of liberal over nonliberal states, thereby hastening "a global society ... encompassing an ever larger zone of peace" (which he calculates to be achievable by the year 2113) (37) I want to leave this latter, supposedly realist, explanation aside for the moment and turn first to a brief examination of the normative explanation.

Uniqueness- Obama wants Democracy
Obama wants to push democracy

Tamara Cofman Wittes, Director, Middle East Democracy and Development Project, and Andrew Masloski, Former Senior Research Assistant, Foreign Policy, Saban Center for Middle East Policy, May 2009, The Saban Center for Middle Eastern Policy at the Brookings Institute (“DEMOCRACY PROMOTION UNDER OBAMA: LESSONS FROM THE MIDDLE EAST PARTNERSHIP INITIATIVE”, http://www.brookings.edu/papers/2009/05_democracy_promotion_wittes.aspx)
While the arrival of the Obama Administration brought a clear end to President George W. Bush’s Freedom Agenda, the future of U.S. democracy promotion in the Middle East is still an open question. President Barack

Obama expressed in his inaugural address a commit- ment to advancing democracy, saying, “To those who cling to power through corruption and deceit and the silencing of dissent, know that you are on the wrong side of history, but that we will extend a hand if you are willing to unclench your fist.”1 More recently, President Obama has argued that the United States ought to ad- vance democracy and development wherever it can, while Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, in congres- sional testimony on April 22, said the administration will “expand opportunity and protect human rights, strengthen civil society, [and] live up to the ideals that define our nation....”2 She went on to say, “We believe that no country benefits more than the United States when there is great security, democracy, and opportu- nity in the world.”3
Uniqueness- No Demo Promo Now 

US can’t promote democracy now

Kenneth Wollack, served as legislative director of the American-Israel Public Affairs Committee, a columnist on foreign policy for the Los Angeles Times, president of National Democratic Institute, 9/21/2009, The Foreign Policy Initiative (from transcript of FPI Forum: Advancing and Defending Democracy, Democracy Promotion: The Bush Doctrine in the Age of Obama)

The sources of this controversy are familiar to most in this audience, but let me just mention a few. The first was an unpopular war and the President's conflation between democracy and Iraq, leaving the American public and the international community confused about both the purpose and means of democracy promotion and the rationale for the war itself. By the President's own design, Iraq became the poster child of the freedom agenda. I have a bumper sticker in my office that reads, "Be nice to America or we will bring democracy to your country." And when a problem can be reduced to a bumper sticker, you know you have a problem.

Then there was the huge gap between the soaring rhetoric of the President's freedom agenda and the inconsistencies in the application of that agenda. This unfortunately created the impression that democracy was a club to be used against regimes, autocratic regimes unfriendly to the U.S. but not against those regimes with autocratic tendencies who were friendly. This was most notable in the case of Pakistan where the coup leader, General Musharaf, was often described as our "indispensable ally."

The President's sharp rhetoric only highlighted these inconsistencies. And even funding for democracy in Iraq was not a priority of the administration but rather the result of a bipartisan Senate initiative led by one of the harshest critics of the war, Senator Edward Kennedy.

Also, the tone and language of the President's oratory seemed at times to imply inadvertently that democracy was an American export commodity, that we were not joining something larger than ourselves. And this problem was exacerbated as the President's unpopularity grew both at home and abroad.

In a meeting that my chairman had with the President, among all the formers, the former Secretaries of State and Defense, she was walking with the President back to the Oval Office and commented how much she supported the freedom agenda, as the former Secretary of State who believed deeply and passionately in these issues and is chairman of NDI, but she said, "I have one bone to pick." She said, "Mr. President, you act as though you invented democracy." She said, "You didn't invent democracy, I invented democracy." But it was a point I think worth making.

Now, these controversies also exist in the context of the democracy push-back. With more sophisticated and wealthier regimes with autocratic tendencies that fear losing or even sharing power, and who are moving against independent and opposition groups in their own countries and seeking to sever linkages between these groups and the outside world. And in this growing interdependent world, these regimes are communicating and cooperating with each other.

And at home we have witnessed the emergence of national security Democrats and realists on the Republican side who given the myriad of threats against our interests seem to care more about what countries do outside their borders than inside their countries. "It is fine to push democracy in Malawi," some would say, "but not here, not in these big important places." And still some in the traditional development community would argue not to pursue democracy in Malawi. Let us focus on issues people really care about: jobs, food, shelter. Democracy can come at the end of the development road, that somehow wanting to put food on the table and having a political voice in your country are mutually exclusive.

Another phenomenon that impacts the future of democracy promotion strategy is the failure of new fledgling democracies to deliver on quality of life issues for their citizens. Often a new democratic regime inherits the legacy of its non-democratic predecessor: poverty, disease, corruption. We now learn from Branislav, Mr. Remick, the axiom that "Democracy is by no means a process that goes from triumph to triumph, nor is it exempt from creating the very conditions that undermine it." Therefore, if these new democracies fail to deliver, people will either go to the streets, which is not the place to resolve public policy issue, or vote for the likes of Hugo Chavez.

This, I believe, represents the next generation of challenges to democracy and requires greater, not fewer linkages between development strategies and Democracy promotion. All of these issues are undoubtedly coming into play in the deliberations of the Obama Administration. But the issue for policymakers is how, not whether, Democracy promotion is part of our policy agenda.

Uniqueness- No Demo Promo Now 

No successful US democracy promotion now because of Bush

Spencer Ackerman, senior correspondent for The American Prospect, is a senior reporter for The Washington Independent, 3/24/2008, The American Prospect (“The Obama Doctrine,” http://www.prospect.org/cs/articles?article=the_obama_doctrine)
During Bush's second term, a strange disconnect has arisen in liberal foreign-policy circles in response to the president's so-called "freedom agenda." Some liberals, like Matthew Yglesias in his book Heads In The Sand, note the insincerity of the administration's stated goal of exporting democracy. Bush, they observe, only targets for democratization countries that challenge American hegemony. Other liberal foreign-policy types, such as Thomas Carothers and Marina Ottaway of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, insist the administration is sincere but too focused on elections without supporting the civil-society institutions that sustain democracy. Still others, like Kenneth Roth of Human Rights Watch, contend that a focus on democracy in the developing world without privileging the protection of civil and political rights is a recipe for a dangerous illiberalism. 

Bush destroyed US credibility to promote democracy

Brian Katulis, a senior fellow at the Center for American Progress who served on the State Department’s policy planning staff in the last years of the Clinton administration after living and working on the ground for the National Democratic Institute in Egypt and the Palestinian territories, 2/17/2009, The Century Foundation (“Democracy Promotion in the Middle East and the Obama Administration,” http://www.tcf.org/list.asp?type=PB&pubid=681)
President Obama will have a brief window of opportunity to rehabilitate the U.S. image and carve out for America an approach to democracy promo- tion that is distinct from that of the Bush administration. How Obama talks about democracy promotion will be an important part of that new approach. President Bush’s one consistent theme in his national security strategy was that the expansion of freedom and democracy would defeat the forces of ter- rorism and extremism. This elevated rhetoric featured prominently in nearly every major foreign policy pronouncement in his second term. It also created unrealistic expectations in the Middle East and around the world about how quickly sustainable political reforms could be implemented and resulted in great disillusionment when those expectations were not met. In addition, by tying reform efforts to the “war on terror,” the Bush administration sent a message that the democracy and freedom agenda was first and foremost self-interested and aimed at transforming societies for America’s benefit. This impression—combined with the Iraq war, the handling of detainees in Iraq and elsewhere, an overemphasis on military means, and the possibilities for further regime changes in “outposts of tyranny”9—sent a message that was counterproductive to actually achieving the stated goals of the Bush administration. In the first year of the new administration, the United States, working in tandem with other states, international organizations, and civil society leaders in the region, should change the way it discusses these reform efforts, presenting them as cooperative, pragmatic efforts aimed at advancing development and pro- moting internationally recognized norms rather than as a self-interested crusade. This means developing reform efforts in close cooperation with key stakehold- ers in the Middle East, lowering the temperature (and expectations) in America’s rhetoric, and disentangling the linkage between advancing democracy promotion and addressing the threats posed by global terrorist groups. The Obama admin- istration should unequivocally call for continued support for democracy, but the presentation of the rationale should be reframed to a hopeful vision that connects with the desire of the people in the Middle East to achieve tangible progress in their lives and acknowledges the resonance of the cultural and religious values that shape societies in the Middle East. Doing this effectively will require an active listening campaign on the part of the United States, one that demonstrates Washington’s genuine commitment to understanding how publics in the Middle East views the United States.

Link Ext.- Withdrawal (Soft Power

Withdrawal restores US credibility

Raed Jarrar, political consultant for the American Friends Service Committee, and a senior fellow at Peace Action, “Don't reward violence in Iraq by extending US troop withdrawal deadline,” May 27, 2010, Juneau Empire (http://www.juneauempire.com/stories/052710/opi_645328218.shtml)

If the Obama administration reneges on its plans, it will effectively reward those responsible for the bloodshed and further embolden them. Such a decision would most likely have serious ramifications for the security of U.S. troops in Iraq, and will impede the security and political progress in the country. 

And delaying the U.S. pullout will not only harm the U.S. image around the world, which Obama has been trying hard to improve, but it will also be the final blow to U.S. credibility in Iraq. The mere promise of a complete withdrawal has boosted Iraqi domestic politics and enhanced the U.S. perception in the country. 

Unless Obama delivers on his promises, many of these achievements will be lost, and Iraq will be sent back to square one. 

Withdrawal key to increased diplomacy
William E. Odom , Professor of Political Science @ Yale University and Research Fellow @ Hudson Institute , Retired Army Lieutenant General, Former head of Army intelligence (Reagan), former director of the National Security Agency (Reagan), and served on the National Security Council (Carter), William E. Odom, "Victory Is Not an Option", The Washington Post, 2/11/07,http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2006/04/25/cut_and_run_you_bet?page=0,1
Two facts, however painful, must be recognized, or we will remain perilously confused in Iraq. First, invading Iraq was not in the interests of the United States. It was in the interests of Iran and al Qaeda. For Iran, it avenged a grudge against Saddam for his invasion of the country in 1980. For al Qaeda, it made it easier to kill Americans. Second, the war has paralyzed the United States in the world diplomatically and strategically. Although relations with Europe show signs of marginal improvement, the trans-Atlantic alliance still may not survive the war. Only with a rapid withdrawal from Iraq will Washington regain diplomatic and military mobility. Tied down like Gulliver in the sands of Mesopotamia, we simply cannot attract the diplomatic and military cooperation necessary to win the real battle against terror. Getting out of Iraq is the precondition for any improvement.
In fact, getting out now may be our only chance to set things right in Iraq. For starters, if we withdraw, European politicians would be more likely to cooperate with us in a strategy for stabilizing the greater Middle East. Following a withdrawal, all the countries bordering Iraq would likely respond favorably to an offer to help stabilize the situation. The most important of these would be Iran. It dislikes al Qaeda as much as we do. It wants regional stability as much as we do. It wants to produce more oil and gas and sell it. If its leaders really want nuclear weapons, we cannot stop them. But we can engage them.

None of these prospects is possible unless we stop moving deeper into the "big sandy" of Iraq. America must withdraw now.

Link Ext.- Withdrawal (Soft Power

Withdrawal from Iraq restores soft power
Robert Pape, Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago specializing in international security affairs, Summer 2005, Journal Article, International Security, volume 30, issue 1, pages 7-45 (“Soft Balancing against the United States” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/679/soft_balancing_against_the_united_states.html)

The Bush national security strategy asserts the right of the United States to wage unilateral preventive war against so-called rogue states and calls for a military posture that will keep U.S. preponderance beyond challenge from any state in the world. Under the Bush administration, the United States has moved vigorously to implement this game plan by waging a preventive war against Iraq and by accelerating the move toward developing a national mis- sile defense (NMD). These military policies are creating conditions that are likely to fundamentally change how other major powers react to future uses of U.S. power. Although these policies may add marginally to the United States’ world power position, this is not the heart of the matter. Rather, these policies are changing how other states view U.S. intentions and the purposes behind U.S. power, putting at risk the United States’ long-enjoyed reputation for be- nign intent. If these policies continue, the damage to the image of the United States will have negative consequences for U.S. security.

the changing image of the united states

The image of the United States has been plummeting even among its closest al- lies since preparations for preventive war against Iraq began in earnest. Inter- national public opinion polls show that the decline is especially sharp from July 2002 (the month before Bush administration officials began calling for the war) to March 2003 (the month military operations started). During this pe- riod, the percentages of the populations in Great Britain, France, Germany, Italy, Spain, Russia, and Turkey who viewed the United States favorably declined by about half, as Table 1 shows.

This decline is closely related to perceptions of rising unilateralism in U.S. foreign policy. As Table 2 shows, majorities in France, Germany, Italy, Spain, Russia, and Turkey as well as a near majority in the United Kingdom believe that U.S. foreign policy is highly unilateral and has negative consequences for their country. Table 2 also shows that these publics believe that these negative consequences are specifically due to the foreign policy of the “Bush adminis- tration” rather than to a “more general problem with America,” but also that they support greater independence between their country and the United States. International polls also shed light on the underlying reasons for these atti- tudes. As Table 3 shows, although public opinion in France, Germany, Russia, and other European states strongly supported the U.S. war against terrorism, a large majority in each country did not believe that the United States seriously considered Saddam Hussein a threat and felt that the United States’ true moti- vation was securing access to Iraqi oil.

Link Ext.- Soft Power (Demo Promo 

Soft power is key to promote democracy

Chris Zambelis, Policy Analyst, Strategic Assessment Center of Hicks and Associates, Inc., Fall 2005. [Strategic Studies Institute, he Strategic Implications  of Political Liberalization  and Democratization  in the Middle EasTt, p. http://carlisle-www.army.mil/usawc/Parameters/05autumn/zambelis.htm]
If Washington is sincere about closing the gap between its rhetoric and its policy, its drive to support democracy in the Middle East represents a welcomed shift in strategy. In doing so, the United States needs to bolster its credibility in the region.54 As it stands today, Washington’s ailing credibility will undercut its regional reform initiatives. A genuine effort to establish an independent, sovereign, and viable Palestine—in conjunction with a commitment to support real reform—will go far to enhance American prestige in the Islamic world and dispel the claims of skeptics and extremists regarding Washington’s ultimate intentions. Official speeches praising the virtues of Islam and American democracy are way off the mark. In the end, action, not rhetoric, will win hearts and minds.

The initial stages of any reform process should concern Washington. The test will be how well the United States weathers the storm. If Washington reneges on its plan at the first signs of instability or a perceived threat, that would be a mistake. Incumbent leaders will surely attempt to counter pressures for change by highlighting threats of imminent chaos. Extremists with a tyrannical vision can also exploit democracy to attain power, only to abolish the democratic institutions that elevated them. Given the region’s experience with authoritarianism, it is unlikely that Arabs and Muslims will stand for such a move. Still, this may be enough to temper US calls for greater openness. The United States also depends heavily on cooperation in the war on terror with many of the same autocrats that President Bush has called on to liberalize. This dilemma will not go away any time soon. Indeed, Washington will be confronted with some tough choices in the years ahead.

Lack of soft power inhibits democracy promotion. 

Katerina Dalacoura, Ph.D., Professor IR, London School of Economics, 2005. [International Affairs 81.5, US Democracy Promotion in the Arab Middle East since 11 September 2001: a critique, p. 963-979]
US behaviour when confronted with stark choices between democratic liberties and security concerns has further reinforced the picture of inconsistency. For example, the US appeared to be disregarding freedom of expression
and freedom of the press in Iraq when the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) shut down or suspended some newspapers and broadcasters for violating CPA standards (a practice continued by the Iraqi government after it took over in June 2004). Colin Powell and Donald Rumsfeld complained to the ruler of Qatar that Al-Jazeera was virulently anti-American and should be reined in.35 The US was clearly inconsistent, too, in the case of anti-government opposition in Egypt, when it protested at the arrest of Ayman Nur (in January 2005)

but remained silent over the arrests of hundreds of Muslim Brothers over subsequent months.

The charge that US policy is inconsistent when it comes to democracy in the Arab Middle East is intimately connected to the problem of credibility that attends the US as a promoter of democracy in the region. This became apparent in the hostility and scepticism, bordering on incredulity, with which the Arab

world reacted to the announcement of MEPI and the BMENA Partnership Initiative. The reasons for this lack of credibility lie in US policy towards the region over the last few decades, during which the US has frequently allied itself with authoritarian regimes and has supported Israel against the legitimate rights of the Palestinian people. Currently, US policy on the Israeli–Palestinian issue, which is seen to be overly pro-Israeli, and the war in Iraq have led to a dramatic deterioration of the US image in the region36—a deterioration that has not been halted by public diplomacy instruments such as Radio Sawa and other attempts to improve that image.37 The lack of credibility undercuts many US efforts to promote democracy. For example, even while MEPI spends

money on organizing visits and exchange programmes between the US and Arab countries, there has been in recent years a drop in the numbers of young people from the Gulf going to study in US universities.38
Link Ext—US Policies Key 

US policies are—key factor in reception of US democracy promotion. 

William Fisher, Fmr. manager, economic development programs in the Middle East for USAID and the State Dept., 5-10-2007. [TruthOut, Arab Nations Say “No Thanks” to Americna Democracy Promotion, p. http://www.truthout.org/docs_2006/051007K.shtml]
    The US war to bring democracy to Iraq has caused a large majority of Middle Eastern Arabs to reject any similar American campaigns in their countries.

    This is among the principal findings of a new attitude survey of Arabs in Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates, Egypt and Lebanon. The survey findings were presented by Dr. James J. Zogby, president of the Arab American Institute, in testimony last week before two subcommittees of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs. Zogby appeared before the Subcommittee on International Organizations, Human Rights, and Oversight and the Subcommittee on Middle East and Asia.

    "In almost every case, Arabs still admired American values, people, culture and products. But they did not like US policies. And it was this that drove down America's overall favorable ratings and drove up US negatives," Zogby said.

    He added that Arabs are judging the US not on how Americans live or what they say about themselves, but on how the US treats them - how they perceive America is applying its values to them.

    When asked whether their overall attitude toward the US was shaped by our stated values or our policies, "Arabs by significant majorities indicate that it is our policies that are decisive," Zogby said.

Impact Ext.-Soft Power(Imperialism

Soft power allows the US to get new bases and perpetuate colonization. 
Robert Pape, Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago specializing in international security affairs, Summer 2005, Journal Article, International Security, volume 30, issue 1, pages 7-45 (“Soft Balancing against the United States” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/679/soft_balancing_against_the_united_states.html)
The international image of the United States as a benign superpower is declin- ing, particularly with regard to the aspects that are likely to erode its relative immunity to balance of power dynamics. Without the perception of benign in- tent, a unipolar leader’s intervention in regions beyond its own, especially those with substantial economic value, is likely to produce incentives among the world’s other major powers to balance against it. That the United States does not pose an imminent threat to attack any major power is not sufficient to prevent these incentives, because the main danger for second-ranked states is that the United States would pose an indirect threat or evolve from a unipolar leader into an unrestrained global hegemon. In a unipolar world, the response to an expansionist unipolar leader is likely to be global balancing. Balancing is about equalizing the odds in a contest between the strong and the weak. States balance when they take action intended to make it hard for strong states to use their military advantage against others. The goal can be to deter a strong state from attacking or to reduce its prospects of victory in war. Tradi- tional hard balancing seeks to change the military balance in an actual or (more often) potential conflict by contributing military capabilities to the weaker side through measures such as a military buildup, war-fighting alli- ance, or transfer of military technology to an ally.

how soft balancing works

States can also seek to equalize the odds through soft balancing. Balancing can involve the utilization of tools to make a superior state’s military forces harder to use without directly confronting that state’s power with one’s own forces. Although soft balancing relies on nonmilitary tools, it aims to have a real, if in- direct, effect on the military prospects of a superior state. Mechanisms of soft balancing include territorial denial, entangling diplomacy, economic strength- ening, and signaling of resolve to participate in a balancing coalition. All of these steps can weaken the military power that the superior state can bring to bear in battle.59

territorial denial. Superior states often benefit from access to the terri- tory of third parties as staging areas for ground forces or as transit for air and naval forces. Denying access to this territory can reduce the superior state’s prospects for victory, such as by increasing the logistical problems for the su- perior state or compelling it to fight with air or sea power alone, constraints that effectively reduce the overall force that a stronger state can bring to bear against a weaker one. 

Impact Ext.- Soft Power(Imperialism/Colonialism**

Soft power leads to the imposition of the United States’ beliefs on others- entrenching colonialism
Todd Hall, research fellow at the Princeton-Harvard China and the World Program, starting as an assistant professor in the Political Science Department of the University of Toronto, April 20, 2010 (“An Unclear Attraction: A Critical Examination of Soft Power as an Analytical Category,” The Chinese Journal of International Politics, # Volume 3, Number 2)


To elaborate, the term soft power has since its inception been of a political nature. As David Leheny points out, the concept of soft power was born of debates in the late 1980s and early 1990s about American decline, whereby the claim that the US maintained a soft power advantage worked to offset anxieties about US material decline vis-a-vis a then rising Japan.26  In Bound to Lead, the first book in which Nye addressed the concept of soft power, he argued that past analogies of declining power did not hold because, ‘The mix of resources that produce international power is changing’,27  and correspondingly, that the United States still held the ‘soft
ideological and institutional resources to retain its leading place...’.28  The soft ideological resources Nye described at that time included most prominently American ideals and culture; he was therefore offering an assuring reaffirmation of the place of the United States in the world while simultaneously confirming certain US
liberal values. More recently, soft power has become part of a debate on post-9/11 US strategy. Nye and others have used the concept as a direct critique of the Bush administration’s foreign policy and its perceived unilateralism.29 According to this view, US foreign policy under the Bush administration fell out of sync with American culture and ideals, over-emphasized the role of hard power and was thus a cause of declining US influence. In Nye’s words, it was a ‘foreign policy that combines unilateralism, arrogance and parochialism’.30 The United States consequently needed to increase its soft power by returning to policies that conformed to its values, built consensus, and worked towards promoting a more positive image abroad. On a superficial level, this was an argument for greater public diplomacy and multilateralism. On a deeper level, however, the concept
of soft power was being employed to advocate and justify a certain set of values and a specifically liberal conceptualization of American identity as central to US international power. Nye was hence using the idea of soft power to stake out a position in the debate on what should constitute American values and, by extension, US foreign policy. The idea of soft power as employed by policymakers in other national contexts, especially Europe and Asia, has also mapped on to the belief that certain ‘national values’ are inherently attractive. In other words, policymaker responses in Europe and Asia to soft power arguments have not challenged the idea of soft power per se, but instead substituted their own culture, value systems, or policy alternatives as those most attractive, either regionally or internationally. European states emphasize the soft power of multilateralism; China has cited the attraction of Confucian values and the ‘Beijing model’ of development. In all cases, it is exactly the values or policies—not to mention narratives of national selfhood—that particular policymakers try to promote and preserve that they claim as important soft power resources. Describing something as a soft power resource can thus serve as an endogenous validation of the policies and national discourses that political practitioners advocate. In short, the concept of soft power has political utility in serving to reaffirm the policies and values that political actors—Nye included—advance. Social identity theorists moreover suggest that actors generally attribute more attractive and positive characteristics to their in-group,31 and are predisposed to imbue their particular values and positions with an inherent attraction. A bias of this kind can therefore make actors more receptive to arguments that encourage such beliefs. Soft power approaches arguably fit this description to the extent that they propose foreign policy benefits for those states which remain true to their values. By promoting certain articulations of their own values and national discourses abroad, actors create opportunities for the kind of social feedback that endorses pre-existing beliefs. Indeed, from the social psychology perspective, actors are likely to focus on the types of international reactions to their soft power strategies which provide positive feedback while at the same time rationalizing away evidence that their values or beliefs are less than attractive.32 This generates a self-reinforcing dynamic that feeds into pre-existent in-group biases. 

Impact Ext.- Soft Power(Preventative Wars

Backing off from Iraq gives the US more soft power and greater capacity to wage future preventive wars

Robert Pape, Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, 2003 (OPCTJ, “Soft Balancing: How the World will Respond to US Preventive War on Iraq,” January 20, 2003, http://www.opctj.org/articles/robert-a-pape-university-of-chicago-02-21-2003-004443.html)

Worse, major powers are now beginning to cooperate with America’s opponents. Even our traditional allies in Europe and Asia and friends in the Persian Gulf are beginning to adopt a policy of “soft” balancing against the United States, using non-military tools such as international institutions, economic statecraft, and restrictions on basing rights to limit the use of American power to wage preventive war. If the US were to abandon the Bush doctrine and forgo a preventive war against Iraq, then incentives for balancing against the United States would markedly decline. Soft balancing would likely come to an end. Even nuclear proliferation may become easier to manage. With effort, the policies of the 1990s containment of Iraq, engagement of North Korea, slowly opening relations with Iran can be resurrected. These policies are not perfect, but they were working and they can work again. However, if the United States goes ahead and conquers Iraq, the incentives for Europe, Russia, China, Japan and other regional states to balance against the United States will grow. Although traditional hard balancing is a long way off, major states are likely to pursue soft balancing strategies against the United States with increasing vigor. In the Persian Gulf, this could take the form of improved economic and diplomatic relations with Iran, the use of euros or yen to purchase oil, and escalation of demands in the United Nations Security Council against American occupation of Iraq. Such policies would strengthen the economic and military capabilities of potential targets of future American preventive war, weaken the demand for American currency, and undermine other likely short-term US goals such as controlling Iraqi oil revenues and “disarming” more rogue states.
Impact Ext.- Democracy(Imperialism

The affirmative’s conception of an innate peace existing liberal state works to justify violence against illiberal. 

Buchan 02 Bruce Buchan  B Arts (Hons), M Arts, PhD winner of B Arts (Hons), M Arts, PhD Senior Lecturer, School of Humanities Senior Lecturer, School of Humanities “Explaining War and Peace: Kant and Liberal IR Theory” Alternatives v. 27

 

Liberal IR theory accepts as axiomatic that the domestic "nature" of the state "is a key determinant" of its "behaviour" toward other states. (1) This assumption rests on the centrality within liberal political thought of the view that peace is a quality achieved by civil societies within states, while the external world of relations between states remains an arena of, at least potential, conflict. (2) Within recent IR thought however, there has been a growing acknowledgment of the need to question this boundary, evinced by growing interest in questions of identity that cut across the divide between the domestic and international realms. (3) Nevertheless, the boundary between "inside" and "outside" of an exclusive community of citizens within and a potentially threatening world of hostile states without remains central to liberal thought. (4) What this division implies is that while liberal or civil societies within states practice a politics of universal principles, of peace, rights, and citizenship, relations outside the state are shaped by "contingency ... barbarism ... violence and war." (5) Liberal IR theory has responded to this apparent problem by arguing that liberal states are at least more peaceful than illiberal states and that global conflict can be reduced by the spread of liberalism worldwide. In contrast to liberals, realists are inclined to accept the persistence of war as an enduring phenomenon of an international system that imposes its requirements on the behavior of states. Liberal IR theorists tend to respond that liberal states are "inherently peaceful," and engage in warfare only with illiberal and undemocratic states. (6) For a variety of liberal theorists, the implicit acceptance of this latter proposition can be detected in the consistent ascription of violent motives to illiberal and nondemocratic states to which liberal states must be prepared to respond. But there is indeed a problem here insofar as liberal states cannot be inherently peaceful if that peacefulness is restricted only to relations with other liberal states. Even where it is acknowledged that liberal states may engage in war with nonliberal states, the implicit assumption is made that however warlike liberal states must become, the civil societies within them are identified as peaceful. In this way, defenses of liberalism fall back on an implicit distinction between internal and external realms. Informing this distinction is a standard of civilization in which the inherent peace of liberal societies is traced to civilizing processes that have created pacified civil societies and representative states inclined toward peace. On this basis, responsibility for initiating and sustaining violence is transferred onto illiberal, "uncivilized" states and societies, against which the violence of the civilized can be justified.

 
Impact Ext.- Democracy(Imperialism

Democratizing the world is a form of contemporary imperialism 
Alison J. Ayers, Department of Political Science - Simon Fraser University, “Imperial Liberties: Democratisation and Governance in the ‘New’ Imperial Order” POLITICAL STUDIES: 2009 VOL 57, 1–27
Thus, far from non- or indeed anti-imperial, the current ‘global mission’ to ‘democratise’ the world is internal to contemporary imperialism. For those who do constantly think within the horizons of the putatively non-imperial present, the internationalisation of (neo)liberal democracy is presumed to be incompatible with imperialism, but this habitual and normative acceptance is highly problematic (Marks, 2000; Tully, 2008). Mainstream accounts of ‘democratisation’ presuppose what requires explanation, taking for granted the non-imperial character of this global project, the hegemony of a specific and impoverished model of (neo)liberal democracy, highly problematic, de-historicised notions of state, society and self and the categorical separation of the ‘domestic’ and the ‘international’. The article seeks to address such lacunae through a critique of the project of ‘democratisation’. It provides detailed empirical evidence from Africa. As such Africa is central while also curiously marginal to the general thesis. The article seeks to demonstrate that far from an alternative to imperialism, the ‘democratisation project’ involves the imposition of aWestern (neo)liberal procedural form of democracy on imperialised peoples. As such, ‘democracy promotion’ is concerned, in part, with manufacturing mentalities and consent around the dominant (neo)liberal notion of democracy, foreclosing attempts to understand or constitute democracy in any other terms. It should be noted, however, that this project is executed somewhat inconsistently. Western powers have been selective in their approach to liberal-democratic reform when countervailing strategic, economic or ‘ideological’ interests have prevailed. Thus Western governments have eschewed aid restrictions despite gross and persistent violations of human rights or ‘good governance’ in Indonesia, Sri Lanka, Algeria, Egypt, Colombia, Uzbekistan, Pakistan and Niger (Callinicos, 2003; Crawford, 2001; Olsen, 1998). As demonstrated by the situation in Uganda (detailed below) as well as Niger, in cases of violations of liberal democratic principles, official Western agencies have routinely prioritised liberalisation over democratic principles. Likewise, in other instances, Western intervention has terminated autonomous democratic processes, for example in Chile, Guatemala and Nicaragua (Slater, 2002). Selective adherence notwithstanding, the orthodox (neo)liberal model of democracy claims universality. As Bhikhu Parekh notes in his account of the cultural particularity of liberal democracy, such claims have ‘aroused deep fears in the fragile and nervous societies of the rest of the world’ (Parekh, 1992, p. 160). In seeking to constitute African (and other) social relations in its own particular image, the democratisation project reproduces internal tensions and antinomies within liberal thought. As such, a profound non-correspondence exists, in Mahmood Mamdani’s (1992) terms, between ‘received’ (neo)liberal democratic theory and ‘living’ African realities. Resistance is therefore widespread, with Western (neo)liberal democratic notions being ‘re-assessed in many places on the continent nowadays, often more censoriously than may be heard above the clamor of Euro-American triumphalism’ (Comaroff and Comaroff, 1997, p. 141). As Michel Foucault argued in The Subject and Power, ‘between a relationship of power and a strategy of struggle there is a reciprocal appeal, a perpetual linking and a perpetual reversal’. The ensuing instability enables analysis ‘either from inside the history of struggle or from the standpoint of the power relationships’ as well as interaction or ‘reference’ between the two (Foucault, 1994, p. 347). Each approach is necessary but not possible within the scope of the present article. The article seeks to provide analysis of the articulation of informal imperialism, inter alia through ‘democracy’ and ‘governance’ interventions, as a necessary and prefigurative ‘mapping’ exercise (Peterson, 2003) to understanding social transformation, as well as the social conditions of possibility of alternative forms of relation and engagement.5 The ‘mapping’ of this project is essential in illuminating relations of power. The current imperial order is inimical to democracy but to ‘disrupt and redirect the particular orderings “at work” we must first be able to see them clearly’ (Peterson, 2003, p. 173, emphasis in original). As such, analysis of how ‘post-colonial’ imperialism is articulated is a necessary precondition of thinking in an informed manner about resistance and transformation.

Impact Ext.- Democracy(Imperialism

Democratizing the world is a form of contemporary imperialism 
Alison J. Ayers, Department of Political Science - Simon Fraser University, “Imperial Liberties: Democratisation and Governance in the ‘New’ Imperial Order” POLITICAL STUDIES: 2009 VOL 57, 1–27
Thus, far from non- or indeed anti-imperial, the current ‘global mission’ to ‘democratise’ the world is internal to contemporary imperialism. For those who do constantly think within the horizons of the putatively non-imperial present, the internationalisation of (neo)liberal democracy is presumed to be incompatible with imperialism, but this habitual and normative acceptance is highly problematic (Marks, 2000; Tully, 2008). Mainstream accounts of ‘democratisation’ presuppose what requires explanation, taking for granted the non-imperial character of this global project, the hegemony of a specific and impoverished model of (neo)liberal democracy, highly problematic, de-historicised notions of state, society and self and the categorical separation of the ‘domestic’ and the ‘international’. The article seeks to address such lacunae through a critique of the project of ‘democratisation’. It provides detailed empirical evidence from Africa. As such Africa is central while also curiously marginal to the general thesis. The article seeks to demonstrate that far from an alternative to imperialism, the ‘democratisation project’ involves the imposition of aWestern (neo)liberal procedural form of democracy on imperialised peoples. As such, ‘democracy promotion’ is concerned, in part, with manufacturing mentalities and consent around the dominant (neo)liberal notion of democracy, foreclosing attempts to understand or constitute democracy in any other terms. It should be noted, however, that this project is executed somewhat inconsistently. Western powers have been selective in their approach to liberal-democratic reform when countervailing strategic, economic or ‘ideological’ interests have prevailed. Thus Western governments have eschewed aid restrictions despite gross and persistent violations of human rights or ‘good governance’ in Indonesia, Sri Lanka, Algeria, Egypt, Colombia, Uzbekistan, Pakistan and Niger (Callinicos, 2003; Crawford, 2001; Olsen, 1998). As demonstrated by the situation in Uganda (detailed below) as well as Niger, in cases of violations of liberal democratic principles, official Western agencies have routinely prioritised liberalisation over democratic principles. Likewise, in other instances, Western intervention has terminated autonomous democratic processes, for example in Chile, Guatemala and Nicaragua (Slater, 2002). Selective adherence notwithstanding, the orthodox (neo)liberal model of democracy claims universality. As Bhikhu Parekh notes in his account of the cultural particularity of liberal democracy, such claims have ‘aroused deep fears in the fragile and nervous societies of the rest of the world’ (Parekh, 1992, p. 160). In seeking to constitute African (and other) social relations in its own particular image, the democratisation project reproduces internal tensions and antinomies within liberal thought. As such, a profound non-correspondence exists, in Mahmood Mamdani’s (1992) terms, between ‘received’ (neo)liberal democratic theory and ‘living’ African realities. Resistance is therefore widespread, with Western (neo)liberal democratic notions being ‘re-assessed in many places on the continent nowadays, often more censoriously than may be heard above the clamor of Euro-American triumphalism’ (Comaroff and Comaroff, 1997, p. 141). As Michel Foucault argued in The Subject and Power, ‘between a relationship of power and a strategy of struggle there is a reciprocal appeal, a perpetual linking and a perpetual reversal’. The ensuing instability enables analysis ‘either from inside the history of struggle or from the standpoint of the power relationships’ as well as interaction or ‘reference’ between the two (Foucault, 1994, p. 347). Each approach is necessary but not possible within the scope of the present article. The article seeks to provide analysis of the articulation of informal imperialism, inter alia through ‘democracy’ and ‘governance’ interventions, as a necessary and prefigurative ‘mapping’ exercise (Peterson, 2003) to understanding social transformation, as well as the social conditions of possibility of alternative forms of relation and engagement.5 The ‘mapping’ of this project is essential in illuminating relations of power. The current imperial order is inimical to democracy but to ‘disrupt and redirect the particular orderings “at work” we must first be able to see them clearly’ (Peterson, 2003, p. 173, emphasis in original). As such, analysis of how ‘post-colonial’ imperialism is articulated is a necessary precondition of thinking in an informed manner about resistance and transformation.

 Soft Balancing 2NC

Iraq withdrawal stops soft balancing- leading to more US imperialism and military bases
Robert Pape, Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago specializing in international security affairs, Summer 2005, Journal Article, International Security, volume 30, issue 1, pages 7-45 (“Soft Balancing against the United States” http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/679/soft_balancing_against_the_united_states.html)
None of these moves directly challenges U.S. military power, but they all make it more difficult for the United States to exercise that power. They im- pose immediate costs and constraints on the application of U.S. power by en- tangling the United States in diplomatic maneuvers, reducing the pressure on regional states to cooperate with its military plans, and bolstering the claims of target states that U.S. military threats justify the acceleration of their own mili- tary programs. They also establish a new pattern of diplomatic activity: coop- eration among major powers that excludes the United States. If the United States remains committed to its unilateral military policies, such soft-balancing measures are likely to become more common. Balancing against a sole superpower such as the United States will have a logic of its own, one perhaps not wholly unique, but one that is nonetheless distinctive to the condition of unipolarity.64 why soft balancing matters Soft balancing may not stop the United States from conquering a rogue state or from pursuing a vigorous nuclear buildup, but it can have significant long- term consequences for U.S. security. In the months leading up to the U.S. inva- sion of Iraq, soft balancing had already encouraged millions of Europeans and hundreds of thousands of Americans to protest the impending war. Such pro- tests can have important consequences for governments that support U.S. policy—or refuse to. In recent elections, German, Turkish, and even South Korean political leaders have already learned that anti-Americanism pays. In- deed, vigorous opposition to the Bush doctrine of preventive war in Septem- ber 2002 was likely the pivotal factor enabling German Chancellor Gerhard Schröder to recover from a position of almost certain defeat to win a new term. Even if the leaders of Britain and other members of the “coalition of the will- ing” against Iraq can avoid domestic backlash, few are likely to be willing to cooperate with future U.S. military adventures. Soft balancing can also impose real military costs. The United States may be the sole superpower, but it is geographically isolated. To project power in Eu- rope, Asia, and the Middle East, it depends greatly on basing rights granted by local allies. Indeed, all U.S. victories since 1990—Iraq, Bosnia, Kosovo, and Af- ghanistan—relied on the use of short-legged tactical air and ground forces based in the territory of U.S. allies in the region. Without regional allies, the United States might still be able to act unilaterally, but it would have to take higher risks in blood and treasure to do so.65 Turkey’s refusal to allow U.S. ground forces on its soil reduced the amount of heavy ground power available against Iraq by one-third, thus compelling the United States to signiacantly al- ter its preferred battle plan, increasing the risk of U.S. casualties in the con- quest of Iraq, and leaving fewer forces to establish stability in the country after the war. Soft balancers may also become more ambitious. As the U.S. occupation of Iraq continues, France, Germany, Russia, and China could press hard for the UN rather than the United States to oversee the administration of oil contracts in Iraq, perhaps even working with the new Iraqi government for this pur- pose. Even if they did not succeed, U.S. freedom of action in Iraq and else- where in the region would decline. If the United States gave in, it would lose control over which companies ultimately obtain contracts for Iraq’s oil, and so pay a higher price for any continued presence in the region.

*****Heg DA*****
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Heg unsustainable – debt and imperial overstretch.

Kennedy, Paul, professor of history and director of International Security Studies at Yale University, 1/14/09 (American Power Is on the Wane, WSJ, http://online.wsj.com/article/NA_WSJ_PUB:SB123189377673479433.html)
As the world stumbles from the truly horrible year of 2008 into the very scary year of 2009, there seems, on the face of it, many reasons for the foes of America to think that the world's number one power will take heavier hits than most other big nations. Those reasons will be outlined below. But let's start by noting that curious trait of human beings who, in pain themselves, seem to enjoy the fact that others are hurting even more badly. (One can almost hear some mournful Chekhovian aristocrat declare: "My estates may be damaged, Vasily, but yours are close to ruin!") So while today's Russia, China, Latin America, Japan and the Middle East may be suffering setbacks, the biggest loser is understood to be Uncle Sam. For the rest of the world, that is the grand consolation! By what logic, though, should America lose more ground in the years to come than other nations, except on the vague proposition that the taller you stand, the further you fall? The first reason, surely, is the U.S.'s truly exceptional budgetary and trade deficits. There is nothing else in the world like them in absolute measures and, even when calculated in proportion to national income, the percentages look closer to those you might expect from Iceland or some poorly run Third World economy. To my mind, the projected U.S. fiscal deficits for 2009 and beyond are scary, and I am amazed that so few congressmen recognize the fact as they collectively stampede towards the door entitled "fiscal stimulus." The planned imbalances are worrying for three reasons. The first is because the total projections have been changing so fast, always in a gloomier direction. I have never, in 40 years of reading into the economics of the Great Powers, seen the figures moved so often, and in such vast proportions. Clearly, some people do believe that Washington is simply a printing machine. The second reason all this is scary is because no one seems to be certain how usefully (or fecklessly) this money will be applied. I wish Barack Obama's administration all the best, but I am frightened by the prospect that he and his team will feel under such time pressures as to shovel out the money without adequate precautions, and that lots of it will slip into the wrong hands. The news in the press last week that lobbyists were pouring into Washington to make the case for whatever industry, interest group, or service sector they have been hired to represent made my heart sink. Printing lots of unsecured money is bad enough. Frittering it away on courtiers is worse. The third thing I'm really scared about is that we'll likely have very little money ourselves to pay for the Treasury bonds that are going to be issued, in tens of billions each month, in the years ahead. Sure, some investment firms, bruised by their irrational exuberance for equities and commodities, will take up a certain amount of Treasury issues even at a ridiculously low (or no) rate of return. But that will not cover an estimated budget deficit of $1.2 trillion in 2009. Never mind, I am told, the foreigners will pay gladly for that paper. This notion makes me queasy. In the first place, it is (without its advocates ever acknowledging it) a dreadful sign of America's relative decline. If you have seen Clint Eastwood's poignant war movie "Flags of Our Fathers," you also will have been stirred by the scenes where the three bewildered Iwo Jima veterans are dragged all over the country to beg the cheering audiences: "Buy American Bonds!" It's uncomfortable all right, but there was one massive consolation. The U.S. government, fully converted to Keynesianism, was asking its citizens to dig into their own hoarded savings to help sustain the war effort. Who else, after all, could buy? A near-bankrupt British Empire? A war-torn China? The Axis? The Soviet Union? How fortunate it was that World War II doubled U.S. GDP, and the savings were there. Today, however, our dependency upon foreign investors will approximate more and more the state of international indebtedness we historians associate with the reigns of Philip II of Spain and Louis XIV of France -- attractive propositions at first, then steadily losing glamour. It is possible that the early sales of Treasurys this year could go well, since panicked investors may prefer to buy bonds that pay nothing to shares of companies that may go bust. But certain sharp-eyed analysts of the Treasurys market already hint that the appetite for Obama-bonds is limited. Do people really think that China can buy and buy when its investments here have already been hurt, and its government can see the enormous need to invest in its own economy? If a miracle happened, and China bought most of the $1.2 trillion from us, what would our state of dependency be then? We could be looking at as large a shift in the world's financial balances as that which occurred between the British Empire and the United States between 1941 and 1945. Is everybody happy at that? Yet if foreigners show little appetite for U.S. bonds, we will soon have to push interest rates up. If I have spent so much space on America's fiscal woes, it is because I guess that its sheer depth and severity will demand most of our political attention over the next two years, and thus drive other important problems to the edges of our radar screen. It is true that the economies of Britain, Greece, Italy and a dozen other developed nations are hurting almost as badly, and that much of Africa and parts of Latin America are falling off the cliff. It is also true that the steep drop in energy prices has dealt a heavy blow to such charmless governments as Vladimir Putin's Russia, Hugo Chávez's Venezuela, and Mahmoud Ahmadinejad's Iran, with the hoped effect of curbing their mischief-making capacities. On the other hand, the data so far suggest the economies of China and India are growing (not as fast as in the past but still growing), while America's economy shrinks in absolute terms. When the dust settles on this alarming and perhaps protracted global economic crisis, we should not expect national shares of world production to be the same as in, say, 2005. Uncle Sam may have to come down a peg or two. Moreover, no three or four of those countries -- and perhaps not a dozen of them combined -- have anywhere like the staggering array of overseas military commitments and deployments that weigh upon Uncle Sam's shoulders. That brings us back, I'm sorry to say, to the "imperial overstretch" remarks I made some 20 years ago.  
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The Iraq war has been devastating for US credibility and influence – only a withdrawal can solve.

Wehrey, Fredrick, Senior Policy Analyst @ RAND, et al 10 (Dassa Kaye, Dalia, Associate Director, RAND Center for Middle East Public Policy. Watkins, Jessica. Martini, Jefferey, Guffey, Robert. The Iraq Effect, The Middle East After the Iraq War, RAND,  pg 50-55, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/MG892)
Regional concerns related to growing Iranian influence after the war were compounded by a perception that the heavy U.S. commitment in Iraq constrained its ability to project power and enforce regional security. Specifically, the difficulties of prosecuting the war in Iraq have fed the view that the American “moment” in the Middle East may be waning, or at a minimum, that the war has clipped the Americans’ wings. However, despite diminished standing in the region, the United States remains the balancer of choice, and the U.S. drawdown from Iraq may enable the United States to regain regional confidence if it proceeds smoothly. The draining effect of the war in Iraq on U.S. resources and mili- tary readiness is advanced as the principal reason behind the United States’ declining influence in the region (al-Rukabi, 2008). Despite recent improvement in the security situation in Iraq, many regional observers believe that the war in Iraq has revealed the limits of U.S. power. Similarly, the rise of Iranian influence inside Iraq and the con- tinued development of its missile technology and nuclear program are cited as harbingers of a new regional security order, in which Iran will play an increasingly assertive role at the expense of U.S. interests (Harb, 2008). In an article in the Arab Journal of Political Science, ‘Abdullah al-Shaiji observes, Iraq has become a theatre for Iran to settle scores with the United States and [for Iran] to increase the periphery of its power and its presence in the region, to play the role of the principal authority in the region, and to take hold of the trump cards, from West- ern Afghanistan to southern Iraq and from Yemen to the Persian Gulf. (al-Shaiji, 2008, p. 152) Events in Lebanon are also advanced as evidence of Iran’s grow- ing influence in regional affairs. Specifically, Hizballah’s staying power in the 2006 war with Israel, its ability to dictate the terms of the 2008 prisoner exchange, and its political gains vis-à-vis the March 14 major- ity coalition are all cited as further evidence of Iranian gains and the erosion of U.S. power. For example, in reference to Hizballah’s May 2008 show of force in Beirut, one Arab commentator observed, Since the outbreak of the Lebanese internal crisis, the Lebanese political forces have been divided between two camps. One did not hide its alliance with the United States while the other aligned with Iran and Syria. . . . In the moment the crisis exploded, the United States was unable to protect its friends and left them completely exposed in the face of the sudden attack launched by Hezbollah and its allies. (Nafi’a, 2008) Given deep skepticism in the region over both the strategic logic and prosecution of the war in Iraq, the recent improvements in the security environment that have followed the troop surge and the empowerment of the Awakening Councils have had little effect on restoring U.S. standing in the region. In a commentary appearing in Dar al-Hayat, Mahmoud ‘Awad wrote, When we recall that the Green Zone in the Iraqi capital Baghdad is bombarded continuously every day despite being the area with the greatest protection from U.S. forces, and we recall the walls that were erected in order to divide [Baghdad’s] neighborhoods from one another, and in addition to that the doubling of security check-points . . . then this does not mean progress in security but in fact means a deterioration in security. (‘Awad, 2008) That is to say, given that many in the region see the war in Iraq as a strategic error on par with the U.S. “gouging out its eyes with its own hand” (al-Rukabi, 2008), it should not be surprising that regional observers are slow to acknowledge progress on the ground. The same skepticism is reflected in public opinion polls. For example, in Shibley Telhami’s 2008 survey of regional attitudes, only 6 percent of the more than 4,000 Arabs polled were convinced that the American troop surge in Iraq is working (Telhami, 2008, p. 13). While there is a logical time-lag for public opinion to catch up with developments on the ground, this result underscores the importance of perceptions that may or may not reflect reality and the difficult task of reversing such views. Moreover, doubts over the efficacy of U.S. policy are not limited to the surge but extend more broadly to U.S. involve- ment in Iraq. In fact, 81 percent of those polled believed most Iraqis are worse off, given the net effect of the war in Iraq (Telhami, 2008, p. 6). These negative views on the Iraq War are also consistent with general attitudes toward the United States in that 83 percent of respondents identified their attitude toward the U.S. as very or somewhat unfavor- able, and 70 percent reported having “no confidence” in the United States; see Figure 3.1 (Telhami, 2008, pp. 62, 65). The official positions of regional actors also reflect doubts, in that states that were responsive to U.S. leverage in the past are now less will- ing to subjugate national interests or their own regime’s stability to the U.S. regional agenda. For example, in countries in which the United States has shown a willingness to press a reform agenda, there is an atti- tude of “if you twist my arm to do issue X, maybe I won’t want to do it because you can’t do anything.”2 This dynamic is particularly evident in Egypt, where observers widely credit U.S. pressure on the regime as a major impetus behind the political openings of 2003–2005 (al-‘Anani, 2007, p. 195), a trend that was later reversed when the precariousness of the U.S. position in Iraq undermined U.S. credibility and leverage vis-à-vis its reform agenda. Some analysts believe that U.S. allies are “happy to see the U.S. with egg on its face,” if this relieves pressure on regimes to move forward on internal reforms.3 Added to concerns over U.S. policies in Iraq is the perception that the United States “is simply not present” on the Arab-Israeli scene, either by design or again because of the constraints of Iraq.4 Greater regional efforts to resolve local conflicts (e.g., Egypt’s role in brokering an Israeli-HAMAS cease-fire in Gaza; Yemen’s efforts to promote rec- onciliation between Fatah and HAMAS, Qatar’s role in reaching a power-sharing agreement in Lebanon, and Turkey’s role in mediating Israeli-Syrian peace overtures) have also underscored declining U.S. influence in the region.5 President Obama’s appointment of George Mitchell as a special envoy to the Arab-Israeli peace process early in his administration may help shift this regional perception, but widespread skepticism of the U.S. ability to alter its policies in the region remains strong. The Iraq War also raised questions in the region about whether the United States is a power that can deliver. As a former Egyptian for- eign ministry official put it, local actors are “watching the U.S. sink.”6 Similar views are prevalent in the Arab media. For example, a guest on the television program, al-Ittijah al-Mu‘akis [The Opposite Direction], argued that “America is in a state of crisis, a predicament, the countries that America attempted to isolate and overthrow are now in a better situation [than prior to the war in Iraq]” (‘Aloush, 2007). 

Heg DA 1NC

Hegemony causes continuous interventions and imperialism
Christopher, Layne 06  Associate Professor at the Bush School of Government and Public Service, Texas A&M University [“The Peace of Illusions” (p. 152-153)]
There is another road to U.S. overextension: the United States could succumb-and, arguably, has-to the "hegemon's temptation." The hegemon's temptation is caused by the imbalance of power in its favor. Conscious both of its overwhelming military superiority and of the fact that no other great powers are capable of restraining its ambitions, a hegemon easily is lured into overexpansion. When it comes to hard power, hegemons have it, and seldom can resist flaunting it-especially when the costs and risks of doing so appear to be low.72 Thus, we should expect a unipolar hegemon to initiate many wars and to use its military power promiscuously. From this perspective, it is not surprising that since the cold war the United States has-in addition to Afghanistan and Iraq-intervened in such peripheral places as Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, and Kosovo while simultaneously extending its military reach into Central Asia, the Caucasus region, and East Central Europe (all areas never previously viewed as ones where the United States had important interests). The very nature of hegemonic power predisposes dominant powers to overexpand in order to maintain their leading position in the international system. As Gilpin observes, a hegemon earns its prestige-others' perceptions of the efficacy of its hard power capabilities-by using military power successfully to impose its will on others. When a hegemon wields its military power conspicuously, others are put on notice that the prudent course of action is to accommodate its dominance rather than challenging it. In effect, hegemons believe that the frequent use of force has a potent deterrent, or dissuasive, effect on other states. Clearly, U.S. policymakers believe this to be the case. Thus, after extolling the displays of America's military virtuosity in Afghanistan and Iraq, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld declared that those wars should be a warning to other states: "If you put yourself in the shoes of a country that might decide they'd like to make mischief, they have a very recent, vivid example of the fact that the United States has the ability to deal withthis."74 There is, of course, a paradox to the hegemon's temptation: overexpansion leads to "imperial overstretch" and counterhegemonic balancing-the combined effect of which is hegemonic decline. Strategically, hegemons usually end up biting off more than they can chew. 
Uniqueness Ext.- Heg Unsustainable- Overstretch
US military is at its breaking point

IAVA, Iraq and Afghanistan Veterans of America, January 2008 (“A Breaking Military Overextension Threatens Readiness”
Over 1.5 million American service members have served in Iraq and Afghanistan. Most military experts now agree that years of war and the spring 2007 “surge” have pushed our military to the breaking point. According to General George Casey, the Chief of Staff of the United States Army, “The demand for our forces exceeds the sustainable supply.”1
The consequences of our overextension are dire. General Peter Pace, former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, believes that there is a significant risk that the U.S. military would not be able to respond effectively if confronted by another crisis.2There have been serious issues with recruitment and retention. Despite investing more than $4 billion annually in recruitment,3 the Army and Marines have encountered serious difficulties getting enough people to enlist. Although recruitment figures have improved, the Army started the FY2008 recruiting year dramatically behind schedule.4

Retention costs have sky-rocketed to over $1 billion, six times the amount spent in 2003.5 As the Iraq war drags on, the military has seen an exodus of qualified junior and midlevel officers. Middle enlisted ranks are suffering similar shortfalls; in the first quarter of 2007, the re-enlistment rate of mid-grade enlisted soldiers dropped 12 percent. The military has responded to serious problems with recruitment by lowering age, education, and aptitude standards for new recruits and by increasing enlistment bonuses. In 2006, only 81% of enlistees had a regular high-school diploma.6 The maximum age for a new recruit has been raised from 35 to 42.7 The maximum acceptance of low-scoring troops on the enlistee aptitude test was increased from 2 to 4 percent in 2006. In 2006, 3.8 percent of first-time recruits had low scores.8 From 2004 to 2005, the number of recruits issued waivers for having committed ‘serious criminal misconduct’ rose by more than 54 percent.9The number of waivers continued to rise in 2006, reaching 8,129.10 In 2007, the percentage of recruits receiving waivers increased to 12 percent, from 10 percent last year.11 The Army’s expenditures for enlistment bonuses for active-duty, National Guard and Reserve troops have more than doubled from 2000 to 2005.12The military has also relied on multiple, extended combat tours and a ‘Backdoor Draft’ to fulfill their manpower needs. At least 449,000 troops have deployed more than once,13 and many have returned to war with only a few months’ rest. In the Army alone, 20 combat brigades have served two tours in Iraq, 9 have served three, and two have served four tours. 14 20,000 service members have been deployed at least five times.15The military has also held 70,000 troops on active-duty beyond their expected contract end-dates, relying on a controversial policy known as “Stop Loss.”16 Currently, 8,000 troops are still being held on Stop Loss orders.17 The military has also called up more than 10,000 veterans from the IRR, and relied on “cross-leveling” to help units meet personnel requirements for deployment. The overuse of the National Guard and Reserves poses a serious threat to national security. The reserve component makes up a major part of our force in Iraq—at times, as much as much as 40% of the force in theatre.18 One-thirdoftheLouisianaandMississippiNationalGuardweredeployedtoIraq or Afghanistan when Hurricane Katrina hit. According to the chief of the National Guard, Lt. General Blum, the reserve component is facing its worst state of readiness in 35 years.19 Equipment shortages have contributed to the plummeting readiness ratings of Army and Marine units and threaten our ability to cope with foreign threats and domestic emergencies. The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have “consumed 40 percent”20 of the Army and Marines’ total gear, and much of the military’s equipment is in need of repair.21 As of September 2006, about 50% of all Army units have received the lowest possible readiness rating. About four-fifths of Army Guard and Reserve units not mobilized received the lowest possible readiness ratings.22

The Army has already received over $38 billion to repair or replace equipment used in Iraq and Afghanistan, and is asking for another $13 billion a year until the conflicts wind down.23 Equipment shortages have severely undercut military training, and hindered the response to national disasters. According to some military experts, 90 percent of National Guard units are not ready to respond to a domestic crisis.24
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Withdrawal reentrenches hegemony -- overstretch

Revolution Journal, Voice of the Revolutionary Workers Party, 7/27/08 (Obama’s Foreign Policy:  Steering U.S. Imperialism Through  Dangerous Waters, #137, http://www.rwor.org/a/137/iraq_obama-en.html)

Obama’s criticisms of Bush’s strategy are not unique—they are shared by many in the ruling class. These strategists of empire feel the invasion of Iraq and the neocon strategy of rapid, forcible regional transformation of the Middle East has not gone according to plan and has hurt U.S. interests in the region and globally in important ways. They think the Bush administration has focused too narrowly on Iraq and the Middle East to the detriment of other global concerns, giving other powers openings and more maneuvering room. And they argue that the Bush team has relied too heavily on U.S. military power and not enough on other elements of imperial might—economic leverage, political posturing, and diplomatic efforts.

“This [Iraq] war distracts us from every threat that we face and so many opportunities we could seize,” Obama declared. “This war diminishes our security, our standing in the world, our military, our economy, and the resources that we need to confront the challenges of the 21st century. By any measure, our single-minded and open-ended focus on Iraq is not a sound strategy for keeping America safe.”

On the Lehrer NewsHour (July 15), Obama said, “[W]hat I have said continuously is that in light of the problems that we’re having in Afghanistan, in light of other security threats that we have out there, non‑proliferation issues, Iran, what we’re doing with respect to China, what we’re doing with respect to North Korea, it is important for us not to be single‑minded about Iraq.”

Obama’s concerns reflect the changing global terrain and necessities facing U.S. imperialism—which is why even Bush and McCain would agree with much of what he says—and in some cases these shifts have already been implemented, including escalating the war in Afghanistan and placing more emphasis on diplomacy and political preparation in dealing with the very acute challenges posed by Iran. (For a broader discussion of the changing global terrain, see Raymond Lotta, “Shifts and Faultlines in the World Economy and Great Power Rivalry,” Part 1, Revolution #136, July 20, 2008; Part 2, page 6 this issue).

In short, Obama is coming from a thoroughly imperialist viewpoint—being concerned with the problems confronting not humanity, but the U.S. empire militarily, politically, and economically—and what should be done about them. So it’s not surprising that Obama’s answer is thoroughly imperialist as well—beginning with joining “overwhelming military strength with sound judgment,” while shaping events “not just through military force, but through the force of our ideas; through economic power, intelligence and diplomacy.” Obama proposes expanding the size of the U.S. military by 65,000 ground troops and 27,000 marines. The point? “[A] strategy that saw clearly the world’s dangers, while seizing its promise.” Coming from the would-be commander-in-chief of the world’s biggest empire and exploiter, “seizing” the world’s “promise” is chilling—and sickening.

Iraq: Redeploying Forces to Meet “Broader Strategic Goals”
Obama trades off his 2002 opposition to the Iraq war, and is often branded an “anti-war” candidate. He is no such thing.

Obama has never criticized the invasion of Iraq because it was an illegal, immoral, and unjust war of conquest and empire. And the criticisms he raises come from the thoroughly chauvinist viewpoint of what’s best for America—i.e. the U.S. empire. “I warned that the invasion of a country posing no imminent threat would fan the flames of extremism, and distract us from the fight against al Qaeda and the Taliban,” Obama writes. And he argues that the cost has outweighed the benefits for U.S. imperialism: ”Since then, more than 4,000 Americans have died and we have spent nearly $1 trillion. Our military is overstretched. Nearly every threat we face—from Afghanistan to Al Qaeda to Iran—has grown.... The strain on our military has grown, the situation in Afghanistan has deteriorated and we’ve spent nearly $200 billion more in Iraq than we had budgeted.”

Obama never mentions the horrors the war has inflicted on millions of Iraqis—the one million dead, the five million driven from their homes. Obama is training people in the foul logic that only American lives and power count for anything, while Iraqi lives count for nothing.

Obama argues that continuing the occupation in its current form will further damage U.S. imperial interests and has called for withdrawing U.S. combat troops from Iraq within 16 months. “Ending the war is essential to meeting our broader strategic goals, starting in Afghanistan and Pakistan, where the Taliban is resurgent and Al Qaeda has a safe haven. Iraq is not the central front in the war on terrorism, and it never has been.” He then cites Admiral Mike Mullen, Bush’s own Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who argues, “we won’t have sufficient resources to finish the job in Afghanistan until we reduce our commitment to Iraq.”

But Obama is not calling for leaving Iraq or allowing the Iraqi people to determine their own destiny. His plan includes leaving a “residual” force of perhaps 50,000 U.S. troops in Iraq to continue the effort to create a stable pro-U.S. state, which is seen as key to strengthening the U.S. grip on the region and transforming it in the interests of U.S. imperialism. And he makes clear that anything he does would be conditioned by the situation on the ground and U.S. interests: “...My plan would not be a precipitous withdrawal...we would inevitably need to make tactical adjustments. As I have often said, I would consult with commanders on the ground and the Iraqi government to ensure that our troops were redeployed safely, and our interests protected.”

In other words, even to the degree Obama and the Democrats have real differences with Bush, they’re not about to do anything that could jeopardize the war—which is why they have approved every bill appropriating billions (over $600 billion and counting) for the war.

This is another example of the fact that real decisions are not made through elections—they’re made by the ruling class based on their interests, not what the people want or what candidates promise in campaigns.

So Obama is right. His position on the Iraq war has been consistent. Consistently proceeding from the reactionary needs and interests of U.S. imperialism.

Iran: “I Will Use All Elements of American Power”
Obama agrees with the broad ruling class consensus that the Islamic Republic of Iran is a huge strategic problem that has to be dealt with one way or the other, while repeating the charges that Iran supports “terror” and is pursuing the development of nuclear weapons. His criticism is that the Bush administration’s approach has strengthened, not weakened, Iran.

“We cannot tolerate nuclear weapons in the hands of nations that support terror. Preventing Iran from developing nuclear weapons is a vital national security interest of the United States. No tool of statecraft should be taken off the table, but Senator McCain would continue a failed policy that has seen Iran strengthen its position, advance its nuclear program, and stockpile 150 kilos of low enriched uranium. I will use all elements of American power to pressure the Iranian regime, starting with aggressive, principled and direct diplomacy—diplomacy backed with strong sanctions and without preconditions....the measure of any effort is whether it leads to a change in Iranian behavior.”

Obama’s position on Iran flows from his advocacy of key tenants of imperialist strategy, shared by the whole ruling class:  the U.S. must dominate the Middle East, and strengthening the settler-colonial state of Israel (which was founded on the ethnic cleansing of Palestine) as a regional ally and military outpost is essential to doing so. This is why Obama has repeatedly made clear, as he told AIPAC (The American-Israeli Public Affairs Committee), that his “bottom line” is an “unshakeable commitment” to Israel and his determination to “do everything in my power to prevent Iran from obtaining a nuclear weapon,” including waging war if need be. Obama’s call for direct diplomacy is in the service of these objectives, including by putting the U.S. in a stronger political and diplomatic position should it decide to go to war. “If we must use military force,” Obama told AIPAC, “we are more likely to succeed, and will have far greater support at home and abroad, if we have exhausted our diplomatic efforts.”

Link Ext.- Withdrawal solves overstretch

US Imperial Overstretch from Iraq causes Loss of Hegemony

Scaliger 6/25 (Charles, Published Journalist, 6/25/2010, The New American, Illusions of Empire,   http://www.thenewamerican.com/index.php/history/world/3838-illusions-and-empire)

Where will it all end? If the verdict of history is any guide, America, like Britain, may well continue to squander her strength and blood waging “savage wars of peace” across the globe until her resources are exhausted. Over the past two decades, America has garrisoned most of the former Yugoslavia, the Middle East, and Central Asia; we have yet to withdraw voluntarily from any of those places. As with Britain, our empire has become bound up with our sense of prestige; too many of us are invested in the status quo, such that withdrawal — from Iraq and Afghanistan, especially — is seen by too many as a betrayal rather than a corrective. In a word, it is not at all certain that America will ever relinquish empire until she is compelled to do so, by the brutal laws of economics, human behavior, and history — “the gods of the copybook headings,” Rudyard Kipling called them — which brook no defiance in the long run.   On the other hand, what might it take to steer America away from the destructive, debilitating, potentially suicidal path of empire? A return to constitutional government would be a tremendous start. Merely reasserting the congressional prerogative to declare war would greatly curtail American wars of pure aggression, like the invasion and occupation of Iraq. Illegal wars and consequent occupations, like those of Yugoslavia and the Korean Peninsula, would be nullified and occupying forces brought home. The Koreans, the Japanese,  the Europeans, Turkey, the republics of Central Asia — all these would become responsible for their own defense.  Of course, any proposal to withdraw from our many so-called “obligations” overseas will provoke howls of protest from the commentariat, as we have seen with the 2008 Ron Paul presidential campaign. Yet ultimately we will have no choice in the matter. American military hegemony will only last for a brief moment, indeed, is already threatened by imperial overstretch combined with economic malaise. We will not be the world’s only superpower forever.
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