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Heg high- insurmountable military capability
Brooks and Wohlforth 2008 [Stephen G. and William C., Profs. Gov’t @ Dartmouth, World out of Balance, p. 28-9]

The United States spends more on defense than all the other major military powers combined, and most of those powers are its allies. Its massive investments in the human, institutional, and technological requisites of military power, cumulated over many decades, make an effort to match U.S. capabilities even more daunting than the grit spending numbers imply. Military research and development (R&D) may best capture the scale of the long-term investments that give United States a dramatic qualitative edge in military capabilities. table 2.1 shows, in 2004 U.S. military R&D expenditures were me than six times greater than those of Germany, Japan, France, and Britain combined. By some estimates over half the military R&D expenditures in the world are American.' And this disparity has been sustained for decades: over the past 30 years, for example, the United States has harvested over three times more than the entire European Union on military R&D.'5 These vast commitments have created a preeminence in military capabilities vis-à-vis all the other major powers that is unique after the seventeenth century. While other powers could contest US forces near their homelands, especially over issues on which nuclear deterrence is credible, the United States is and will long remain the only state capable of projecting major military power globally.  This capacity arises from “command of the commons” –that is, unassailable military dominance over the sea, air, and space.  As Barry Posen puts it, “Command of the commons is the key military enabler of the US global power position.  It allows the United States to exploit more fully other sources of power including its own economic and military might as well as the economic and military might of its allies.  Command of the commons also helps the United States to weaken its adversaries, by restricting their access to economic, military and political assistance….Command of the commons provides the United States with more useful military potential for a hegemonic foreign policy than any other offshore power has ever had.


Withdrawal hurts US self-interest and leads to a power vacuum
Poffenbarger and Schaefer 2009 [John G., Dept Social Sciences @ Wheeling Jesuit U, and Mark E., Dept History, Philosophy, Poli. Sci. and Religion @ Marietta College, "Searching for Acceptance: The United States and South America," for presentation at the 2009 International Studies Assoc. Annual Conference, February 17, AllAcademic | VP]

It is our contention that a strategy of hegemony is preferable to one of offshore balancing   for several reasons.  First, we believe that the depth and breadth of United States’ interests may   not be best served by the use of regional proxies.  The utilization of regional partners is certainly  a possibility for an actor such as the United States, however off-shore balancing seems to call for  an over reliance on such partners that could weaken United States power and interests.  Second, the realities of the recent Bush administration’s policies may not allow for such a strategic adjustment to offshore balancing.  That is not to say that the United States might not seek to reduce its exposure abroad in some areas, but a move to an off-shore balancing strategy at this time may send the wrong message to allies and potential rivals.  Next, a move away from a strategy of hegemony would likely trigger a power vacuum in some areas. The European Union faces problems of unity, cohesion, willingness, and a lack of structure to deal with most of the situations currently faced by the United States. Russia, while seeing a resurgence of power in recent years, does not appear to currently have global ambitions, but more likely wishes to focus on its “near-abroad”.  (This “near abroad” also seems to lie within United States’ security and economic purview.)  China also appears to currently have limited global interests, as it seeks to finalize its development and gain global energy access, but it also may be searching for ways to alter its relative power in relation to the United States.  Finally, it is our belief that such a dramatic change in strategy may actually trigger more balancing; as such a withdrawal may send a signal of vulnerability and a lack of willingness to latent balancers.  We contend that the United States would be best served by maintaining its current position in the international system, and by simply taking steps to mitigate the motivations for balancing while seeking to attract bandwagoners. 

Heg 1NC (2/2)
Withdrawing from the world would inevitably hurt America more than help it

FERGUSON  04  professor of history at New York University's Stern School of Business and senior fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University (Niall, "A World without Power", Foreign Policy)

<Critics of U.S. global dominance should pause and consider the alternative. If the United States retreats from its hegemonic role, who would supplant it? Not Europe, not China, not the Muslim world—and certainly not the United Nations. Unfortunately, the alternative to a single superpower is not a multilateral utopia, but the anarchic nightmare of a new Dark Age. We tend to assume that power, like nature, abhors a vacuum. In the history of world politics, it seems, someone is always the hegemon, or bidding to become it. Today, it is the United States; a century ago, it was the United Kingdom. Before that, it was France, Spain, and so on. The famed 19th-century German historian Leopold von Ranke, doyen of the study of statecraft, portrayed modern European history as an incessant struggle for mastery, in which a balance of power was possible only through recurrent conflict.   The influence of economics on the study of diplomacy only seems to confirm the notion that history is a competition between rival powers. In his bestselling 1987 work, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers: Economic Change and Military Conflict from 1500 to 2000, Yale University historian Paul Kennedy concluded that, like all past empires, the U.S. and Russian superpowers would inevitably succumb to overstretch. But their place would soon be usurped, Kennedy argued, by the rising powers of China and Japan, both still unencumbered by the dead weight of imperial military commitments.  In his 2001 book, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, University of Chicago political scientist John J. Mearsheimer updates Kennedy's account. Having failed to succumb to overstretch, and after surviving the German and Japanese challenges, he argues, the United States must now brace for the ascent of new rivals. “[A] rising China is the most dangerous potential threat to the United States in the early twenty-first century,” contends Mearsheimer. “[T]he United States has a profound interest in seeing Chinese economic growth slow considerably in the years ahead.” China is not the only threat Mearsheimer foresees. The European Union (EU) too has the potential to become “a formidable rival.”  Power, in other words, is not a natural monopoly; the struggle for mastery is both perennial and universal. The “unipolarity” identified by some commentators following the Soviet collapse cannot last much longer, for the simple reason that history hates a hyperpower. Sooner or later, challengers will emerge, and back we must go to a multipolar, multipower world.  But what if these esteemed theorists are all wrong? What if the world is actually heading for a period when there is no hegemon? What if, instead of a balance of power, there is an absence of power?  Such a situation is not unknown in history. Although the chroniclers of the past have long been preoccupied with the achievements of great powers—whether civilizations, empires, or nation-states—they have not wholly overlooked eras when power receded.  Unfortunately, the world's experience with power vacuums (eras of “apolarity,” if you will) is hardly encouraging. Anyone who dislikes U.S. hegemony should bear in mind that, rather than a multipolar world of competing great powers, a world with no hegemon at all may be the real alternative to U.S. primacy. Apolarity could turn out to mean an anarchic new Dark Age: an era of waning empires and religious fanaticism; of endemic plunder and pillage in the world's forgotten regions; of economic stagnation and civilization's retreat into a few fortified enclaves. Pretenders to the Throne  Why might a power vacuum arise early in the 21st century? The reasons are not especially hard to imagine.  The clay feet of the U.S. colossus | Powerful though it may seem—in terms of economic output, military might, and “soft” cultural power—the United States suffers from at least three structural deficits that will limit the effectiveness and duration of its quasi-imperial role in the world. The first factor is the nation's growing dependence on foreign capital to finance excessive private and public consumption. It is difficult to recall any past empire that long endured after becoming so dependent on lending from abroad. The second deficit relates to troop levels: The United States is a net importer of people and cannot, therefore, underpin its hegemonic aspirations with true colonization. At the same time, its relatively small volunteer army is already spread very thin as a result of major and ongoing military interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq. Finally, and most critically, the United States suffers from what is best called an attention deficit. Its republican institutions and political traditions make it difficult to establish a consensus for long-term nation-building projects. With a few exceptions, most U.S. interventions in the past century have been relatively short lived. U.S. troops have stayed in West Germany, Japan, and South Korea for more than 50 years; they did not linger so long in the Philippines, the Dominican Republic, Haiti, or Vietnam, to say nothing of Lebanon and Somalia. Recent trends in public opinion suggest that the U.S. electorate is even less ready to sacrifice blood and treasure in foreign fields than it was during the Vietnam War.  “Old Europe” grows older | Those who dream the EU might become a counterweight to the U.S. hyperpower should continue slumbering. Impressive though the EU's enlargement this year has been—not to mention the achievement of 12-country monetary union—the reality is that demography likely condemns the EU to decline in international influence and importance. With fertility rates dropping and life expectancies rising, West European societies may, within fewer than 50 years, display median ages in the upper 40s. Europe's “dependency ratio” (the number of non-working-age citizens for every working-age citizen) is set to become cripplingly high. Indeed, Old Europe will soon be truly old. By 2050, one in every three Italians, Spaniards, and Greeks is expected to be 65 or older, even allowing for ongoing immigration. Europeans therefore face an agonizing choice between Americanizing their economies, i.e., opening their borders to much more immigration, with the cultural changes that would entail, or transforming their union into a fortified retirement community. Meanwhile, the EU's stalled institutional reforms mean that individual European nation-states will continue exercising considerable autonomy outside the economic sphere, particularly in foreign and security policy.   China's coming economic crisis | Optimistic observers of China insist the economic miracle of the past decade will endure, with growth continuing at such a sizzling pace that within 30 or 40 years China's gross domestic product will surpass that of the United States. Yet it is far from clear that the normal rules for emerging markets are suspended for Beijing's benefit. First, a fundamental incompatibility exists between the free-market economy, based inevitably on private property and the rule of law, and the Communist monopoly on power, which breeds corruption and impedes the creation of transparent fiscal, monetary, and regulatory institutions. As is common in “Asian tiger” economies, production is running far ahead of domestic consumption—thus making the economy heavily dependent on exports—and far ahead of domestic financial development. Indeed, no one knows the full extent of the problems in the Chinese domestic banking sector. Those Western banks that are buying up bad debts to establish themselves in China must remember that this strategy was tried once before: a century ago, in the era of the Open Door policy, when U.S. and European firms rushed into China only to see their investments vanish amid the turmoil of war and revolution.  Then, as now, hopes for China's development ran euphorically high, especially in the United States. But those hopes were dashed, and could be disappointed again. A Chinese currency or banking crisis could have earth-shaking ramifications, especially when foreign investors realize the difficulty of repatriating assets held in China. Remember, when foreigners invest directly in factories rather than through intermediaries such as bond markets, there is no need for domestic capital controls. After all, how does one repatriate a steel mill?  The fragmentation of Islamic civilization | With birthrates in Muslim societies more than double the European average, the Islamic countries of Northern Africa and the Middle East are bound to put pressure on Europe and the United States in the years ahead. If, for example, the population of Yemen will exceed that of Russia by 2050 (as the United Nations forecasts, assuming constant fertility), there must either be dramatic improvements in the Middle East's economic performance or substantial emigration from the Arab world to aging Europe. Yet the subtle Muslim colonization of Europe's cities—most striking in places like Marseille, France, where North Africans populate whole suburbs—may not necessarily portend the advent of a new and menacing “Eurabia.” In fact, the Muslim world is as divided as ever, and not merely along the traditional fissure between Sunnis and Shiites. It is also split between those Muslims seeking a peaceful modus vivendi with the West (an impulse embodied in the Turkish government's desire to join the EU) and those drawn to the revolutionary Islamic Bolshevism of renegades like al Qaeda leader Osama bin Laden. Opinion polls from Morocco to Pakistan suggest high levels of anti-American sentiment, but not unanimity. In Europe, only a minority expresses overt sympathy for terrorist organizations; most young Muslims in England clearly prefer assimilation to jihad. We are a long way from a bipolar clash of civilizations, much less the rise of a new caliphate that might pose a geopolitical threat to the United States and its allies.  In short, each of the potential hegemons of the 21st century—the United States, Europe, and China—seems to contain within it the seeds of decline; and Islam remains a diffuse force in world politics, lacking the resources of a superpower.  Dark and Disconnected  Suppose, in a worst-case scenario, that U.S. neoconservative hubris is humbled in Iraq and that the Bush administration's project to democratize the Middle East at gunpoint ends in ignominious withdrawal, going from empire to decolonization in less than two years. Suppose also that no aspiring rival power shows interest in filling the resulting vacuums—not only in coping with Iraq but conceivably also Afghanistan, the Balkans, and Haiti. What would an apolar future look like?  The answer is not easy, as there have been very few periods in world history with no contenders for the role of global, or at least regional, hegemon. The nearest approximation in modern times could be the 1920s, when the United States walked away from President Woodrow Wilson's project of global democracy and collective security centered on the League of Nations. There was certainly a power vacuum in Central and Eastern Europe after the collapse of the Romanov, Habsburg, Hohenzollern, and Ottoman empires, but it did not last long. The old West European empires were quick to snap up the choice leftovers of Ottoman rule in the Middle East. The Bolsheviks had reassembled the czarist empire by 1922. And by 1936, German revanche was already far advanced.  One must go back much further in history to find a period of true and enduring apolarity; as far back, in fact, as the ninth and 10th centuries.  In this era, the remains of the Roman Empire—Rome and Byzantium—receded from the height of their power. The leadership of the West was divided between the pope, who led Christendom, and the heirs of Charlemagne, who divided up his short-lived empire under the Treaty of Verdun in 843. No credible claimant to the title of emperor emerged until Otto was crowned in 962, and even he was merely a German prince with pretensions (never realized) to rule Italy. Byzantium, meanwhile, was dealing with the Bulgar rebellion to the north.  By 900, the Abbasid caliphate initially established by Abu al-Abbas in 750 had passed its peak; it was in steep decline by the middle of the 10th century. In China, too, imperial power was in a dip between the T'ang and Sung dynasties. Both these empires had splendid capitals—Baghdad and Ch'ang-an—but neither had serious aspirations of territorial expansion.   The weakness of the old empires allowed new and smaller entities to flourish. When the Khazar tribe converted to Judaism in 740, their khanate occupied a Eurasian power vacuum between the Black Sea and the Caspian Sea. In Kiev, far from the reach of Byzantium, the regent Olga laid the foundation for the future Russian Empire in 957 when she converted to the Orthodox Church. The Seljuks—forebears of the Ottoman Turks—carved the Sultanate of Rum as the Abbasid caliphate lost its grip over Asia Minor. Africa had its mini-empire in Ghana; Central America had its Mayan civilization. Connections between these entities were minimal or nonexistent. This condition was the antithesis of globalization. It was a world broken up into disconnected, introverted civilizations.  One feature of the age was that, in the absence of strong secular polities, religious questions often produced serious convulsions. Indeed, religious institutions often set the political agenda. In the eighth and ninth centuries, Byzantium was racked by controversy over the proper role of icons in worship. By the 11th century, the pope felt confident enough to humble Holy Roman Emperor Henry IV during the battle over which of them should have the right to appoint bishops. The new monastic orders amassed considerable power in Christendom, particularly the Cluniacs, the first order to centralize monastic authority. In the Muslim world, it was the ulema (clerics) who truly ruled. This atmosphere helps explain why the period ended with the extraordinary holy wars known as the Crusades, the first of which was launched by European Christians in 1095.  Yet, this apparent clash of civilizations was in many ways just another example of the apolar world's susceptibility to long-distance military raids directed at urban centers by more backward peoples. The Vikings repeatedly attacked West European towns in the ninth century—Nantes in 842, Seville in 844, to name just two. One Frankish chronicler lamented “the endless flood of Vikings” sweeping southward. Byzantium, too, was sacked in 860 by raiders from Rus, the kernel of the future Russia. This “fierce and savage tribe” showed “no mercy,” lamented the Byzantine patriarch. It was like “the roaring sea … destroying everything, sparing nothing.” Such were the conditions of an anarchic age.   Small wonder that the future seemed to lie in creating small, defensible, political units: the Venetian republic—the quintessential city-state, which was conducting its own foreign policy by 840—or Alfred the Great's England, arguably the first thing resembling a nation-state in European history, created in 886.   Superpower Failure   Could an apolar world today produce an era reminiscent of the age of Alfred? It could, though with some important and troubling differences.  Certainly, one can imagine the world's established powers—the United States, Europe, and China—retreating into their own regional spheres of influence. But what of the growing pretensions to autonomy of the supranational bodies created under U.S. leadership after the Second World War? The United Nations, the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and the World Trade Organization (formerly the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade) each considers itself in some way representative of the “international community.” Surely their aspirations to global governance are fundamentally different from the spirit of the Dark Ages?  Yet universal claims were also an integral part of the rhetoric of that era. All the empires claimed to rule the world; some, unaware of the existence of other civilizations, maybe even believed that they did. The reality, however, was not a global Christendom, nor an all-embracing Empire of Heaven. The reality was political fragmentation. And that is also true today. The defining characteristic of our age is not a shift of power upward to supranational institutions, but downward. With the end of states' monopoly on the means of violence and the collapse of their control over channels of communication, humanity has entered an era characterized as much by disintegration as integration.  If free flows of information and of means of production empower multinational corporations and nongovernmental organizations (as well as evangelistic religious cults of all denominations), the free flow of destructive technology empowers both criminal organizations and terrorist cells. These groups can operate, it seems, wherever they choose, from Hamburg to Gaza. By contrast, the writ of the international community is not global at all. It is, in fact, increasingly confined to a few strategic cities such as Kabul and Pristina. In short, it is the nonstate actors who truly wield global power—including both the monks and the Vikings of our time.  So what is left? Waning empires. Religious revivals. Incipient anarchy. A coming retreat into fortified cities. These are the Dark Age experiences that a world without a hyperpower might quickly find itself reliving. The trouble is, of course, that this Dark Age would be an altogether more dangerous one than the Dark Age of the ninth century. For the world is much more populous—roughly 20 times more—so friction between the world's disparate “tribes” is bound to be more frequent. Technology has transformed production; now human societies depend not merely on freshwater and the harvest but also on supplies of fossil fuels that are known to be finite. Technology has upgraded destruction, too, so it is now possible not just to sack a city but to obliterate it.  For more than two decades, globalization—the integration of world markets for commodities, labor, and capital—has raised living standards throughout the world, except where countries have shut themselves off from the process through tyranny or civil war. The reversal of globalization—which a new Dark Age would produce—would certainly lead to economic stagnation and even depression. As the United States sought to protect itself after a second September 11 devastates, say, Houston or Chicago, it would inevitably become a less open society, less hospitable for foreigners seeking to work, visit, or do business. Meanwhile, as Europe's Muslim enclaves grew, Islamist extremists' infiltration of the EU would become irreversible, increasing trans-Atlantic tensions over the Middle East to the breaking point. An economic meltdown in China would plunge the Communist system into crisis, unleashing the centrifugal forces that undermined previous Chinese empires. Western investors would lose out and conclude that lower returns at home are preferable to the risks of default abroad. The worst effects of the new Dark Age would be felt on the edges of the waning great powers. The wealthiest ports of the global economy—from New York to Rotterdam to Shanghai—would become the targets of plunderers and pirates. With ease, terrorists could disrupt the freedom of the seas, targeting oil tankers, aircraft carriers, and cruise liners, while Western nations frantically concentrated on making their airports secure. Meanwhile, limited nuclear wars could devastate numerous regions, beginning in the Korean peninsula and Kashmir, perhaps ending catastrophically in the Middle East. In Latin America, wretchedly poor citizens would seek solace in Evangelical Christianity imported by U.S. religious orders. In Africa, the great plagues of AIDS and malaria would continue their deadly work. The few remaining solvent airlines would simply suspend services to many cities in these continents; who would wish to leave their privately guarded safe havens to go there?   For all these reasons, the prospect of an apolar world should frighten us today a great deal more than it frightened the heirs of Charlemagne. If the United States retreats from global hegemony—its fragile self-image dented by minor setbacks on the imperial frontier—its critics at home and abroad must not pretend that they are ushering in a new era of multipolar harmony, or even a return to the good old balance of power.  Be careful what you wish for. The alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be apolarity—a global vacuum of power. And far more dangerous forces than rival great powers would benefit from such a not-so-new world disorder.
Heg Specifics- Japan

1. USFJ protects US interests- even if it helps others

Lieutenant General Edward Rice. Commander of USFJ. NO DATE. Last date referenced: 2/25/08. “Rice becomes Commander of U.S. Forces Japan.” Japan Ministry of Defense. <http://www.mod.go.jp/e/jdf/no09/topics.html>
“Upon taking command of USFJ, I stated that the people who crafted the 1960 Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security between Japan and the United States of America were visionaries, that the treaty is as important today as it was 48 years ago, and that it continues to form the very foundation of the alliance between our two great nations. Moreover, our alliance is not only important for the people of the United States and the people of Japan, but it is increasingly important to all people in the Pacific region who wish to see a more peaceful, more prosperous, and more secure future.” “With shared commitment to defeating the global threat of terrorism while maintaining regional stability, Japanese and US military forces are well postured to deter threats and protect common interests in Asia. As our two militaries work together to meet emerging security challenges in the East-Asia Pacific region, more than five decades of mutual trust, cooperation, and support form a solid partnership. Friendships among our two militaries will continue to be the foundation for our “Roadmap” to transformation, helping ensure the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance is stronger and more relevant and inclusive than at any time in its history. I look forward to our continued progress in meeting our agreements.” 

2. Japan key to readiness- Closest staging center in the Pacific

Global Security. Public policy organization for foreign affairs. Last referenced date 2006. “Okinawa, Japan.” Globalsecurity.org <http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/facility/okinawa.htm>
Okinawa's proximity to potential regional trouble spots promotes the early arrival of US military forces due to shorter transit times and reduces potential problems that could arise due to late arrival. The cost of this presence is shared by the government of Japan, which provides bases and other infrastructure on Okinawa rent-free and pays part of the annual cost of Okinawa-based Marine Corps forces.  In 1996 the Okinawa Prefectural Government drew up an Action Program for the return of US bases in Okinawa. It called for the return of US bases in three stages to achieve an Okinawa free of military bases by the year 2015.  The early US explorers labeled Okinawa as the "Keystone of the Pacific" since Taipei, Shanghai, Hong Kong, Seoul, Manila, and Tokyo all lie within a 1,500 km radius of the islands. Okinawa is equidistant from several parts of the Pacific, whether it's Tokyo, Seoul, Taiwan or the Philippines. If there is a trouble spot in the Pacific and [DoD] needs to move forces quickly, Okinawa has the facilities to support that response. The forward deployment on Okinawa significantly shortens transit times, thereby promoting early arrival in potential regional trouble spots such as the Korean peninsula and the Taiwan straits, a significant benefit in the initial stages of a conflict. For example, it takes 2 hours to fly to the Korean peninsula from Okinawa, as compared with about 5 hours from Guam, 11 hours from Hawaii, and 16 hours from the continental United States. Similarly, it takes about 1 1/2 days to make the trip from Okinawa by ship to South Korea, as compared with about 5 days from Guam, 12 days from Hawaii, and 17 days from the continental United States. 
3. Decrease decreases heg

NIDS (National Institute for Defense Studies). 2006. “East Asian Strategic Review 2006.” NIDS. <http://www.iadb.org/intal/intalcdi/PE/2010/05437.pdf>
First, regarding force reduction, the United States plans to reduce the number of its ground troops in South Korea. In Japan, the spotlight will shine on the US Marine Corps. However, the size of marine forces in the West Pacific as a whole is unlikely to be reduced. This is simply because that would undermine the capability of US forces to deal effectively with an unexpected contingency in the region. In fact, the realignment of marine forces referred to in the Japan-US SCC Document on the realignment of the US forces in Japan released in October 2005 involves the relocation of marine headquarters and certain support units from Okinawa to Guam, with the marines’ overall presence in the West Pacific kept intact.
Heg Specifics- Korea
1. USFK presence key to national security objectives  

MAJOR SIOBAN J. LEDWITH; Masters In Military Studies Student; 1/7/02; US Forces Korea: The Key to Cooperative Stability and Security in Northeast Asia-Conclusion

After examining and analyzing the different aspects of the questions, “Is the presence of forward deployed troops on the Korean Peninsula the key to cooperative security and stability 33in the Northeast Asia region? And should the US continue to station forces on the Korean Peninsula?” the evidence suggests the following conclusions: The forward deployed presence of US forces in South Korea for the last fifty years has reinforced and assisted the Republic of Korea in the defense of their country, deterred not only North Korean aggression but other regional neighbors, and maintained a peaceful coexistence. All of which have provided for a lasting peace not only on the Korean Peninsula but also throughout Northeast Asia. Although it can be argued that North Korea’s conventional military capabilities may have eroded since 1990 due to antiquated weaponry, the amount of conventional weapons, the large physical military personnel presence prepositioned in an offensive posture and the ability to employ weapons of mass destruction far outweigh that argument. US intelligence estimates concluded that existing facilities in North Korea give them the capability to produce over 30 atomic weapons annually. 56
Even existing North Korean artillery and multiple rocket launchers in prepositioned positions north of the DMZ can hit Seoul, located just 25 miles south of the DMZ. The North Korean military has the capability to launch a fierce attack. For the past fifty years US forces stationed in South Korea have successfully deterred them from doing just that. It is hard to argue with success. Besides defending South Korea from North Korea aggression, US forces in South Korea provide critical prepositioned forces and access to the Asian theater. In an era where access is key in order to execute full spectrum military operations, the utility of US forces on the peninsula provides a dual capability: protection for South Korea from North Korea and being a deterrent for conflict in the entire region. Access to land based prepositioned supplies, equipment and 34 infrastructure is a combat multiplier. Even more, it provides the capability to provide large-scale reinforcements by sea and air from the continental United States. Since the American way of war is heavily dependent on air power to do a majority of the fighting or shape the battlefield prior to a ground campaign, access to air bases is essential. Without access, employment of land based air assets is severely limited.57 The ability to project the US military as an instrument of national power in a contingency operation or crisis situation enhances the US Government’s ability to respond to the needs of our allies in this region. Security on the peninsula also provides Japan the reassurance that the US is committed to Japanese security, the Mutual Defense Agreement and the stability of their economy. The hegemony of US military power helps balance other regional powers and keeps belligerents in check at a very low security cost to them. This allows our allies to focus their resources on economic development and not high defense budgets. 58 The US presence in the region continues to allow the US to maintain a foothold and keep other potential military competitors within their own borders. The People’s Republic of China understands that any steps of aggression in the region will provoke a US response.

As long as the US maintains its national security objectives and vital strategic interests in the Northeast Asia region, US forces must remain on the peninsula in order to shape the environment. Even if the peninsula reunifies or reconciles, US Forces Korea provide a stabilizing force that can and have for five decades provided cooperative security and stability among neighboring countries in the Northeast Asia region.

Heg Specifics- Iraq
1. U.S. withdrawal crushes credibility—decreases U.S. leadership

Hakan Tunc, professor of Political Science, Carleton University, Fall 2008, Foreign Policy, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Infotrac [RG]
Last year, the editors of The Economist magazine asserted that ‘‘the most important question that now confronts American foreign-policymakers: beyond the question of whether it was right to invade Iraq, what are the likely consequences of getting out now?’’1 So far, attention has focused on the strategic and security consequences of a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq, including the possibilities of a decline of American influence in the Middle East, a wider regional war, and an increased terrorist threat as Al Qaeda fills the vacuum left by the Americans.2 For those who oppose a rapid U.S. withdrawal from Iraq, including members of the Bush administration, however, among the most feared consequences is damage to America’s reputation. According to this argument, a quick exit from Iraq would be a major blow to U.S. credibility. The forces of radical Islam would tout a U.S. pullout as a victory, declaring that the United States did not have the resolve to endure the battle. A U.S. withdrawal would thus encourage jihadists to foment unrest against other governments they oppose and against other U.S. interventions, such as in Afghanistan. President Bush has repeatedly noted that ‘‘Extremists of all strains would be emboldened by the knowledge that they forced America to retreat.’’3 A number of observers have driven the same point home.4 This article argues that the proponents of the reputational argument make a strong case against a premature and hasty withdrawal of U.S. forces from Iraq. The argument is forceful in the sense that it can invoke pronouncements by the radical Islamists themselves, which unmistakably call into question the United States’s resoluteness. These pronouncements point to America’s past withdrawals from theaters of war and declare Iraq to be the central front, raising the reputational stake of a U.S. withdrawal from Iraq considerably. The potency of the reputational argument regarding Iraq is also clear when compared to the formulations of similar arguments about U.S. reputation in the past, especially the Vietnam War. In contrast to the current struggle in Iraq, advocates of the reputational argument (‘‘credibility’’) as applied to Vietnam were unable to employ their adversaries’ rhetoric to substantiate their claim that a U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam would change the latter’s perception about America’s resolve. The importance of the reputational argument regarding U.S. policy towards Iraq should not be underestimated. Any discussion of a U.S. withdrawal which focuses solely on the strategic, humanitarian, and/or financial consequences of a continued U.S. presence in Iraq would be incomplete. What does ‘‘U.S. withdrawal’’ mean in the context of the Iraq War? I would argue that the term means abandoning America’s major combat role in Iraq and such a quick departure of U.S. troops from Iraq that the United States will not have achieved its core military objectives of pacification and stability in the country. 

Heg Specifics- Afghanistan

1. Withdrawing now sends a signal to the rest of the world that the U.S. is not committed to defeating the Taliban- hurts credibility- turns back heg. 

Patrick Goodenough, International Editor 6/23/10 “Obama’s Troop Withdrawal Timeline and Taliban Reconciliation Moves Cause Unease” http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/68268
At West Point last December, when Obama announced that 30,000 additional troops would be deployed to Afghanistan this year, he said the move would “allow us to begin the transfer of our forces out of Afghanistan in July of 2011.” In an article for Malhotra, a retired Indian Army general the New Delhi-based Institute of Peace and Conflict Studies Yash, said that announcement had “signaled that the U.S. and its NATO allies no longer believed in the possibility of a military victory over the Taliban and were looking for a dignified exit.” A delegation of senior Indian lawmakers, visiting Washington in recent days, told U.S. officials and lawmakers that withdrawing troops from Afghanistan beginning in July 2011 without defeating the Taliban and al-Qaeda would result in a new era of terror across the region, Indian media reported Tuesday. The delegation met briefly with Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and held discussions with officials led by Deputy Secretary of State Bill Burns. “The United States is in the process of committing a historical blunder with grave consequences for not only Afghanistan but also the regions surrounding it,” warned Maharajakrishna Rasgotra, a former Indian foreign secretary. While Obama’s plan to begin withdrawing troops from July 2011 was understandable, he said in a recent analysis, “the manner of the planned exit and its consequences that cause worry.” Rasgotra, who is president of the Observer Research Foundation Centre for International Relations in New Delhi, decried the Afghanistan ““reconciliation and reintegration” policy. “The consequences of this dangerous scheme are not hard to foresee: the return of the brutal Taliban rule in Kabul, the resumption of a civil war which will suck in the neighboring countries; and spread of terrorism and bloodshed farther afield.”In Washington, the Heritage Foundation called Tuesday for Obama to scrap the “artificial” troop withdrawal timeline, saying it has provoked many friends and foes to question America’s resolve in Afghanistan. “By highlighting that the U.S. will begin withdrawing troops in July 2011, President Obama signals to Afghans and others that the U.S. is not truly committed to prevailing over the Taliban,” said Heritage fellow James Carafano. “This weakens Afghan resolve to resist the Taliban now for fear they will be back in power in the near future. It also reinforces Pakistan’s inclination to hedge on its support for the Afghan Taliban leadership based on its territory.” Heritage President Ed Feulner in a statement urged the president to drop the timeline, make it clear his top priority was to win the war, and give U.S. military leaders whatever forces or resources they need to achieve that goal. “Together with Afghan forces and NATO, the United States must weaken the Taliban on the battlefield before engaging in serious negotiations with Taliban members who break ties with al-Qaeda,” he said. “And the president must press Pakistan to deal firmly and unambiguously with all terrorists.” Testifying before the Senate Armed Services Committee last week, U.S. Central Command commander Gen. David Petraeus stressed that July 2011 was “the date when a process begins, based on conditions, not the date when the U.S. heads for the exits.”
Capitalism- Environment 1NC
1. Objectivism is pure capitalism and makes environmental destruction inevitable
Michael Swierczek. 1/28/07. “Another experience with Objectivism and Libertarian ideas.” <http://world.std.com/~mhuben/swierczek_1.html>
When discussing the economy in “Capitalism,” Ayn Rand postulates that recessions and depressions are always the result of government interference with capitalism. She also believed gold should be an objective monetary standard. The case can be argued to use precious metals as money. Even if this will lessen the chances of economic turmoil, it can not guarantee stability. This is a statement of hope, not fact. If there is a drought, farmers will starve. If there is a fire, people will be unemployed. If a disease ravages an area, the economy will suffer.  That tactic occurs more than once in Objectivist and Libertarian literature: assuming laissez-faire capitalism will solve for a problem simply because no counterexample exists. Another example is monopoly. Ayn Rand states that, in true capitalism without government interference, an abusive monopoly is impossible. Of course, since such a system hasn’t existed, no one may offer a counterexample. I would like to pose a hypothetical one: addictive narcotics. Assume crest starts placing nicotine and heroin in its toothpaste. With no government interference, they have no need to label their products or use a disclaimer. If other toothpaste manufacturers  follow suit, in a few years we’re all hooked on nicotine toothpaste. If not, Crest has a coercive monopoly. Either way, nothing an Objectivist or Libertarian would call illegal has happened, but an evil has been done.  Consider environmentalism. This is where I first found a weakness in Objectivism. Ayn Rand, and other Libertarians, made extensive use of the “Straw Man” logical fallacy in this arena. To use this fallacy, a person sets up a weaker version of the argument and disproves it. Ayn Rand, Objectivists, and Libertarians do this by comparing all environmentists to people who want to preserve forests for the sake of the spotted owl. That scenario is not the prime motivator for most environmentalists. The primary issues for most environmentalists include toxic chemical dumping, depletion of natural resources, and global warming. Objectivists and Libertarians do allow the survivors and relatives to sue companies that dump toxic wastes illegally. This is small consolation to the dead. Existing non-laissez-faire regulations attempt to discourage such dumping before people die, not after the damage is done. Look at the depletion of resources. Government-regulated fisheries and hunting preserves maintain population levels sufficient to replenish themselves as time goes on. Unregulated fisheries and hunting grounds are rendered barren by extensive over-harvesting. The initial capitalist gain is higher, but in the long run much valuable material is lost. Finally, global warming is a tremendous issue. Animals, humans, and human industry consume oxygen and carbon to produce carbon dioxide. Plants and plankton consume carbon dioxide to produce oxygen and carbon. The number of humans and the amount of human industry is increasing geometrically. The amount of plants, trees, and plankton are being decreased geometrically. Eventually – in ten, fifty, five hundred, of ten thousand years, the effects will be felt. When is not important, because Libertarianism and Objectivism possess ZERO governing mechanisms for slowing this change. There is no deterrent to stop a laissez-faire industry from burning garbage now, and there won’t be one in three thousand years. If something is to be done, it must be done now. Even if you dispute global warming – and that can only be done by refusing to acknowledge facts – you cannot deny increase rates of skin cancer, lung cancer, and other lung diseases. Unregulated pollution of any sort has a definite negative effect. There are no Libertarian or Objectivist solutions to these issues, except the handy ostrich tactic of sticking your head in the ground and refusing to acknowledge them.
2. Environmental destruction leads to extinction.

Diner, 1994 (Major David N, Judge Advocate General's Corps, United States Army, Military Law Review, 143 Mil. L. Rev. 161, l/n)

By causing widespread extinctions, humans have artificially simplified many ecosystems. As biologic simplicity increases, so does the risk of ecosystem failure. The spreading Sahara Desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the United States are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues. Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined affects, could cause total ecosystem collapse and human extinction. Each new extinction increases the risk of disaster. Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft's wings, 80 mankind may be edging closer to the abyss.
Capitalism- Biopower 1NC
1. Capitalism supports biopower 

Michael Hardt & Antonio Negri. Professors and good Marxists. 2000. “Empire.” <http://textz.gnutenberg.net/text.php?id=1034709069754>
The danger of the discourse of general intellect is that it risks remaining entirely on the plane of thought, as if the new powers of labor were only intellectual and not also corporeal (Section 3.4). As we saw earlier, new forces and new positions of affective labor characterize labor power as much as intellectual labor does. Biopower names these productive capacities of life that are equally intellectual and corporeal. The powers of production are in fact today entirely biopolitical: in other words, they run throughout and constitute directly not only production but also the entire realm of reproduction. Biopower becomes an agent of production when the entire context of reproduction is subsumed under capitalist rule, that is, when reproduction and the vital relationships that constitute it themselves become directly productive. Biopower is another name for the real subsumption of society under capital, and both are synonymous with the globalized productive order. Production ‘ fills the surfaces of empire: is a machine that is full of life, an intelligent life that by expressing itself in production and reproduction as well as in circulation (of labor, affects, and languages) stamps society with a new collective meaning and recognizes virtue and civilization in cooperation.

2. Biopower enables total annihilation and extinction

James Bernauer. Professor of Philosophy, Boston College. “Michel Foucault’s Force of Flight.” 1990, p. 141-142

This capacity of power to conceal itself cannot cloak the tragedy of the implications contained in Foucault's examination of its functioning. While liberals have fought to extend rights and Marxists have denounced the injustice of capitalism, a political technology, acting in the interests of a better administration of life, has produced a politics that places man's existence as a living being in question. The very period that proclaimed pride in having overthrown the tyranny of monarchy, that engaged in an endless clamor for reform, that is confident in the virtues of its humanistic faith_this period's politics created a landscape dominated by history's bloodiest wars. What comparison is possible between a sovereign's authority to take a life and a power that, in the interest of protecting a society's quality of life, can plan, as well as develop the means for its implementation, a policy of mutually assured destruction? Such a policy is neither an aberration of the fundamental principles of modern politics nor an abandonment of our age's humanism in favor of a more primitive right to kill; it is but the other side of a Power that is "situated and exercised at the level of life, the species, the race, and the large_scale phenomena of population." The bio_political project of administering and optimizing life closes its circle with the production of the Bomb. "The atomic situation is now at the end point of this process: the power to expose a whole population to death is the underside of a power to guarantee an individual's continued existence." The solace that might have been expected from being able to gaze at scaffolds empty of the victims of a tyrant's vengeance has been stolen from us by the noose that has tightened around each of our own necks.

Rand/Objectivism Bad
1. The Schwartz 05 ev concedes that Afghanistan and Iraq are wars of self-interest- the aff can’t claim moral advantages from these two areas. (It says quote, “When the lives or property of Americans are at risk from some aggressor-state, our government uses force in retaliation, to keep its citizens free--free to pursue the goals and values that advance their lives.  This is what we did in Afghanistan and Iraq.”)
2. The aff doesn’t withdraw troops from 129 other countries (full list follows)
Laurence M. Vance. Adjunct instructor in accounting and economics at Pensacola Junior College. “The U.S. Global Empire.” 3/16/04. <http://www.lewrockwell.com/vance/vance8.html>
The number of countries that the United States has a presence in is staggering. According the U.S. Department of State’s list of "Independent States in the World," there are 192 countries in the world, all of which, except Bhutan, Cuba, Iran, and North Korea, have diplomatic relations with the United States. All of these countries except one (Vatican City) are members of the United Nations. According to the Department of Defense publication, "Active Duty Military Personnel Strengths by Regional Area and by Country," the United States has troops in 135 countries. Here is the list: Afghanistan Albania Algeria Antigua Argentina Australia Austria Azerbaijan Bahamas Bahrain Bangladesh Barbados Belgium Belize Bolivia Bosnia and Herzegovina Botswana Brazil Bulgaria Burma Burundi Cambodia Cameroon Canada Chad Chile China Colombia Congo Costa Rica Cote D’lvoire Cuba Cyprus Czech Republic Denmark Djibouti Dominican Republic East Timor Ecuador Egypt El Salvador Eritrea Estonia Ethiopia Fiji Finland France Georgia Germany Ghana Greece Guatemala Guinea Haiti Honduras Hungary Iceland India Indonesia Iraq Ireland Israel Italy Jamaica Japan Jordan Kazakhstan Kenya Kuwait Kyrgyzstan Laos Latvia Lebanon Liberia Lithuania Luxembourg Macedonia Madagascar Malawi Malaysia Mali Malta Mexico Mongolia Morocco Mozambique Nepal Netherlands New Zealand Nicaragua Niger Nigeria North Korea Norway Oman Pakistan Paraguay Peru Philippines Poland Portugal Qatar Romania Russia Saudi Arabia Senegal Serbia and Montenegro Sierra Leone Singapore Slovenia Spain South Africa South Korea Sri Lanka Suriname Sweden Switzerland Syria Tanzania Thailand Togo Trinidad and Tobago Tunisia Turkey Turkmenistan Uganda Ukraine United Arab Emirates United Kingdom Uruguay Venezuela Vietnam Yemen Zambia Zimbabwe This means that the United States has troops in 70 percent of the world’s countries. The average American could probably not locate half of these 135 countries on a map.
3. Military presence means bases with combat forces- means they can only withdraw from Iraq and Afghanistan
Layne, Professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service, 10

(Christopher, “Definition of Military presence” May 12th, http://abnormalmeans.com/2010/05/definition-of-military-presence/)

My inter​pre​tation would be that “military presence” means bases with combat forces (or bases that normally are main​tained by skeleton units but are main​tained to receive combat forces crisis/surge type circum​stances). I do not think in the normal meaning of the term that the US has military bases in N. Korea.

4. Soldiers are volunteers; they choose to join the military in their self-interest
5. Rand’s objectivity justifies brutal murder for self-interest- a.k.a. sociopaths and serial killers
Michael Prescott. New York Times bestselling author. 2005. “Romancing the Stone-Cold Killer: Ayn Rand and William Hickman.” <http://michaelprescott.net/hickman.htm>
In her journal circa 1928 Rand quoted the statement, "What is good for me is right," a credo attributed to a prominent figure of the day, William Edward Hickman. Her response was enthusiastic. "The best and strongest expression of a real man's psychology I have heard," she exulted. (Quoted in Ryan, citing Journals of Ayn Rand, pp. 21-22.)  At the time, she was planning a novel that was to be titled The Little Street, the projected hero of which was named Danny Renahan. According to Rand scholar Chris Matthew Sciabarra, she deliberately modeled Renahan - intended to be her first sketch of her ideal man - after this same William Edward Hickman. Renahan, she enthuses in another journal entry, "is born with a wonderful, free, light consciousness -- [resulting from] the absolute lack of social instinct or herd feeling. He does not understand, because he has no organ for understanding, the necessity, meaning, or importance of other people ... Other people do not exist for him and he does not understand why they should." (Journals, pp. 27, 21-22; emphasis hers.)  "A wonderful, free, light consciousness" born of the utter absence of any understanding of "the necessity, meaning, or importance of other people." Obviously, Ayn Rand was most favorably impressed with Mr. Hickman. He was, at least at that stage of Rand's life, her kind of man.  So the question is, who exactly was he?  William Edward Hickman was one of the most famous men in America in 1928. But he came by his fame in a way that perhaps should have given pause to Ayn Rand before she decided that he was a "real man" worthy of enshrinement in her pantheon of fictional heroes.  You see, Hickman was a forger, an armed robber, a child kidnapper, and a multiple murderer.  Other than that, he was probably a swell guy.  In December of 1927, Hickman, nineteen years old, showed up at a Los Angeles public school and managed to get custody of a twelve-year-old girl, Marian (sometimes Marion) Parker. He was able to convince Marian's teacher that the girl's father, a well-known banker, had been seriously injured in a car accident and that the girl had to go to the hospital immediately. The story was a lie. Hickman disappeared with Marian, and over the next few days Mr. and Mrs. Parker received a series of ransom notes. The notes were cruel and taunting and were sometimes signed "Death" or "Fate." The sum of $1,500 was demanded for the child's safe release. (Hickman needed this sum, he later claimed, because he wanted to go to Bible college!) The father raised the payment in gold certificates and delivered it to Hickman. As told by the article "Fate, Death and the Fox" in crimelibrary.com,  "At the rendezvous, Mr. Parker handed over the money to a young man who was waiting for him in a parked car. When Mr. Parker paid the ransom, he could see his daughter, Marion, sitting in the passenger seat next to the suspect. As soon as the money was exchanged, the suspect drove off with the victim still in the car. At the end of the street, Marion's corpse was dumped onto the pavement. She was dead. Her legs had been chopped off and her eyes had been wired open to appear as if she was still alive. Her internal organs had been cut out and pieces of her body were later found strewn all over the Los Angeles area."  Quite a hero, eh? One might question whether Hickman had "a wonderful, free, light consciousness," but surely he did have "no organ for understanding ... the necessity, meaning, or importance of other people."  The mutilations Hickman inflicted on little Marian were worse than reported in the excerpt above. He cut the girl's body in half, and severed her hands (or arms, depending on the source). He drained her torso of blood and stuffed it with bath towels. There were persistent rumors that he molested the girl before killing her, though this claim was officially denied. Overall, the crime is somewhat reminiscent of the 1947 Black Dahlia case, one of the most gruesome homicides in L.A. history.  But Hickman's heroism doesn't end there. He heroically amscrayed to the small town of Echo, Oregon, where he heroically holed up, no doubt believing he had perpetrated the perfect crime. Sadly for him, fingerprints he'd left on one of the ransom notes matched prints on file from his previous conviction for forgery. With his face on Wanted posters everywhere, Hickman was quickly tracked down and arrested. The article continues:  "He was conveyed back to Los Angeles where he promptly confessed to another murder he committed during a drug store hold-up. Eventually, Hickman confessed to a dozen armed robberies. 'This is going to get interesting before it's over,' he told investigators. 'Marion and I were good friends,' he said, 'and we really had a good time when we were together and I really liked her. I'm sorry that she was killed.' Hickman never said why he had killed the girl and cut off her legs."  It seems to me that Ayn Rand's uncritical admiration of a personality this twisted does not speak particularly well for her ability to judge and evaluate the heroic qualities in people. One might go so far as to say that anyone who sees William Edward Hickman as the epitome of a "real man" has some serious issues to work on, and perhaps should be less concerned with trying to convert the world to her point of view than in trying to repair her own damaged psyche. One might also point out that a person who "has no organ for understanding ... the necessity, meaning, or importance of other people" is what we today would call a sociopath.  Was Rand's ideal man a sociopath? The suggestion seems shockingly unfair - until you read her very own words.  No doubt defenders of Ayn Rand, and there are still a few left, would reply that the journal entry in question was written when she was only in her early twenties and still under the spell of Nietzsche, that as her thinking developed she discarded such Nietzschean elements and evolved a more rational outlook, and that the mature Rand should not be judged by the mistakes of her youth. And this might be a perfectly reasonable position to take. Unquestionably Rand's outlook did change, and her point of view did become at least somewhat less hostile to what the average, normal person would regard as healthy values.  But before we assume that her admiration of Mr. Hickman was merely a quirk of her salad days, let's consider a few other quotes from Ayn Rand cited in Scott Ryan's book.  In her early notes for The Fountainhead: "One puts oneself above all and crushes everything in one's way to get the best for oneself. Fine!" (Journals, p. 78.)  Of The Fountainhead's hero, Howard Roark: He "has learned long ago, with his first consciousness, two things which dominate his entire attitude toward life: his own superiority and the utter worthlessness of the world." (Journals, p. 93.)  In the original version of her first novel We the Living: "What are your masses [of humanity] but mud to be ground underfoot, fuel to be burned for those who deserve it?" (This declaration is made by the heroine Kira, Rand's stand-in; it is quoted in The Ideas of Ayn Rand by Ronald Merrill, pp. 38 - 39; the passage was altered when the book was reissued years after its original publication.)  On the value of human life: Man "is man only so long as he functions in accordance with the nature of a rational being. When he chooses to function otherwise, he is no longer man. There is no proper name for the thing which he then becomes ... When a man chooses to act in a sub-human manner, it is no longer proper for him to survive nor to be happy." (Journals, pp. 253-254, 288.)  As proof that her Nietzschean thinking persisted long after her admirers think she abandoned it, this journal entry from 1945, two years subsequent to the publication of The Fountainhead: "Perhaps we really are in the process of evolving from apes to Supermen -- and the rational faculty is the dominant characteristic of the better species, the Superman." (Journals, p. 285.) 
6. Preventing extinction is in the US’s best interest, even if we don’t win util, under an objectivist framework we still win that extinction comes first
7. Absolutist rights are only social constructions- claims to rights silence other’s claims
Cass Sunstein & Stephen Holmes. Professor at the U of Chicago Law School and Felix Frankfurter Professor of Law at Harvard Law Schools & Walter E. Meyer Professor of Law at NYU Law School. April 2000. “The Cost of Rights: Why Liberty Depends on Taxes.” 
Although it is theoretically misleading to portray rights as absolutes, such a description can be defended as psychologically and rhetorically useful. Civil libertarians, like politicians, used-car salesmen, and advertising executives, are keenly aware that exaggeration, has a mnemonic function, and they know by experience that their uncompromising phraseology often pays off. Hyperbole can draw special attention to what they see as crying needs, thereby increasing the chance that citizens and representatives will treat certain interests with exceptional sensitivity and seriousness. Perhaps a (misleading) emphasis on the absolute character of free speech will stiffen the spine of citizens and representatives when the pressure for (unjustified) censorship is especially great. But an overstatement can create problems too, and an insistence that rights are absolute may lead to the over-protection of some rights to the detriment of others that have an even greater claim. And since political attention, too, is a scarce resource, the more time officials lavish on one claim, the less time they have for another.
Prescott Extension
Rand’s world destroys reflection on atrocities, justifying Hitlers and extremism
Michael Prescott. New York Times bestselling author. 2005. “Romancing the Stone-Cold Killer: Ayn Rand and William Hickman.” <http://michaelprescott.net/hickman.htm>
In her notes, Rand complains that poor Hickman has become the target of irrational and ugly mob psychology:  "The first thing that impresses me about the case is the ferocious rage of a whole society against one man. No matter what the man did, there is always something loathsome in the 'virtuous' indignation and mass-hatred of the 'majority.'... It is repulsive to see all these beings with worse sins and crimes in their own lives, virtuously condemning a criminal...  "This is not just the case of a terrible crime. It is not the crime alone that has raised the fury of public hatred. It is the case of a daring challenge to society. It is the fact that a crime has been committed by one man, alone; that this man knew it was against all laws of humanity and intended that way; that he does not want to recognize it as a crime and that he feels superior to all. It is the amazing picture of a man with no regard whatever for all that society holds sacred, and with a consciousness all his own. A man who really stands alone, in action and in soul."  Before we get to the meat of this statement, let us pause to consider Rand's claim that average members of the public are "beings with worse sins and crimes in their own lives." Worse sins and crimes and kidnapping, murdering, and mutilating a helpless little girl? If Rand honestly believed that the average American had worse skeletons than that in his closet, then her opinion of "the average man" is even lower than I had suspected.  We get an idea of the "sins and crimes" of ordinary people when Rand discusses the jury in the case: "Average, everyday, rather stupid looking citizens. Shabbily dressed, dried, worn looking little men. Fat, overdressed, very average, 'dignified' housewives. How can they decide the fate of that boy? Or anyone's fate?"  Their sin, evidently, is that they are "average," a word that appears twice in three sentences. They are "shabbily dressed" or, conversely, "overdressed" -- in matters of fashion, Rand seems hard to please. They are "dried" and "worn," or they are "fat." They are, in short, an assault on the delicate sensibilities of the author. Anything "average" appalls her. "Extremist beyond all extreme is what we need!" she exclaims in another entry. Well, in his cruelty and psychopathic insanity, Hickman was an extremist, for sure. Nothing "average" about him!  Returning to the longer quote above, notice how briskly Rand dismisses the possibility that the public's anger might have been motivated by the crime per se. Apparently the horrendous slaying of a little girl is not enough, in Rand's mind, to justify public outrage against the murderer. No, what the public really objects to is "a daring challenge to society." I suppose this is one way of looking at Hickman's actions. By the same logic, Jack the Ripper and Ted Bundy posed "a daring challenge to society." So did Adolf Hitler, only on a larger scale.
No Value to Life (1/2)
1. Objectivity creates a world devoid of purpose- no action has any real impact
Franz Kiekeben. Professor of Philosophy at Ohio State University. 2008. “Rand on Causation and Free Will.” <http://www.kiekeben.com/rand.html>
Ayn Rand's views on causation contradict her views on free will. The reason is very simple: her views on causation are those of a determinist; her views on free will, however, make her a libertarian (as we will see below). And those two positions are, by definition, incompatible. But there is another serious mistake in Rand's theory of causation, one that is even worse because it is more fundamental.  Before proceeding, it might be a good idea to define the terms "determinism" and "libertarianism". Determinism is the view that the future is closed to all but one possibility, or, as Rand might have put it, that "everything in the future is already pre-set and inevitable" (The Ayn Rand Lexicon, 122). Libertarianism is the view that we have free will and that, since free will is incompatible with determinism, determinism is false. This is the standard meaning of libertarianism (see, e.g., Free Will, ed. Robert Kane, 17).  Rand is, in a sense, a determinist because of what she says regarding the relationship between causation and the laws of logic. Rand has the unusual view that the law of causation is a corollary of the law of identity. Thus, for her, it is necessarily true that everything has a cause. Leonard Peikoff explains the point as follows: "Every entity has a nature; ... it has certain attributes and no others. Such an entity must act in accordance with its nature. The only alternatives would be for an entity to act apart from its nature or against it; both of those are impossible. ... In any given set of circumstances, therefore, there is only one action possible to an entity, the action expressive of its identity. This is the action it will take, the action that is caused and necessitated by its nature." (Objectivism: the Philosophy of Ayn Rand, 14.)  Now, some Objectivists believe that Peikoff sometimes misrepresents Rand's views in this book (which was written after Rand's death), but they cannot reasonably claim such a thing regarding the above, for Peikoff made essentially the same point in "The Analytic-Synthetic Dichotomy", an article that was personally approved by Rand:  "As far as metaphysical reality is concerned (omitting human actions from consideration, for the moment), there are no 'facts which happen to be but could have been otherwise'... Since things are what they are, since everything that exists possesses a specific identity, nothing in reality can occur causelessly or by chance. The nature of an entity determines what it can do and, in any given set of circumstances, dictates what it will do." (The Ayn Rand Lexicon, 333.)  The only important difference between the two passages is that in the latter Peikoff specifically points out that this does not apply to human actions. We will return to this below. Apart from human actions, however, Rand believed that every event was determined in the sense that, at any given moment, only one outcome was possible — nothing that happens could have happened otherwise. Peikoff uses the example of a helium-filled balloon to clarify the issue: if, under the same set of circumstances, it were possible for a balloon to act in more than one way — if it could rise or fall — then the law of identity would be violated. "Such incompatible outcomes would have to derive from incompatible (contradictory) aspects of the entity's nature. But there are no contradictory aspects. A is A." (Objectivism: the Philosophy of Ayn Rand, 14-15.) Objectivists often make this point in arguing against the standard interpretation of quantum mechanics, which states that there are truly random events in the physical world.  According to Rand, then, the law of identity implies that everything has a cause, and this in turn implies that, at any given moment, there is only one way that anything can act — only one outcome that is possible. This is causal determinism. A rather bizarre type of causal determinism, since it is based on nothing more than the law of identity, but causal determinism nonetheless.  But Rand also believes in freedom of the will, and believes that it is incompatible with determinism. In other words, she is a libertarian. Again, in Peikoff's Rand-approved words: "Because man has free will, no human choice — and no phenomenon which is a product of human choice — is metaphysically necessary. In regard to any man-made fact, it is valid to claim that man has chosen thus, but it was not inherent in the nature of existence for him to have done so: he could have done otherwise." (The Ayn Rand Lexicon, 180.) So when it comes to any man-made fact, it might not have been. Something else might have been instead. But this obviously contradicts what Peikoff said above regarding there being "in any given set of circumstances... only one action possible to an entity". Now, as already pointed out, in "The Analytic-Synthetic Dichotomy", Peikoff explicitly leaves human action out of this determinist picture. It might therefore seem that there is no contradiction: the deterministic view applies only to non-human reality. But this will not do — unless Peikoff means that the law of identity does not apply to human beings. Remember that the whole point is that determinism (that is, that only one outcome is possible at any given time) is supposed to be entailed by that law of logic. On Rand's view, then, if a human being is free to either do A or not do A in a given situation, then the human being must not have a specific nature. Of course, we all know that Rand did not really believe such a thing. She obviously believed that the law of identity applied to human beings as much as to anything else. But that's not my point. My point is that, if we accept what she says about the relationship between identity and causality, and also what she says about human volition, then we should conclude that human beings are exempt from the law of identity. And that is obviously ridiculous.
No Value to Life (2/2)
2. Pure capitalism returns nothing to the producer, killing all value to productive action
John Milbank. Professor of Theology at Nottingham U. 5/16/06. “Geopolitical Theology: Economy, Religion and Empire after 9/11.”
By contrast, the modern capitalist fetishised commodity is truly an alienation of human power, just because it is like a kind of offering to an abstract (‘Buddhistic’, as Žižek says) void, which cannot offer to humans any return, and therefore sheerly removes from us our true property in our persons and our characterised activity. The measure of alienation here is the idea that we are simply subject to the capitalist ‘laws of the market’ which always secretly insist beneath superstitious obfuscations (as the Scottish and a faction of the Neapolitian Enlightenment saw it). But beyond Marx the measure is also the very idea that the true human goal is to maximise productive wealth and power outside any symbolic coding.
Racism 1NC
1. Objectivism justifies racism
AntiRand “The Objectivist Movement's Racist, White Backlash, Origins.” 2005 . <www.antirand.org/racist.html>
Some of the more conservative students were able to simply laugh all of this off, burying themselves in homework, day and night. Others were a bit more shaken, and needed reassurances that they and “level headed” people like Robert V. Sabonjian and were indeed right, and popular radio personalities like Ron Britain were wrong. Simply knowing that their own courses were more difficult and demanding than liberal arts courses (thus proving them to be a good deal smarter than the students who had liberal arts majors), helped. But some tech students needed still more. They wanted logical  proof that they were right— just like the sorts of proofs they encountered in math and science courses. Ayn Rand’s “axiom of existence” which said “existence exists,” and furthermore claimed to “derive” everything from there, was just what Tommy Tech-Hawk’s Doctor ordered. What is more, Objectivism promised a neat and clean system, a system based on reason. And being based on reason, anything which challenged it was by simple logical inference unreasonable— or irrational. Hence, in the final analysis, not only could the latent racism and prejudice of these most conservative of a basically conservative lot of students be rationally and morally justified, all the social unrest of the day, challenging such racism and prejudice, could just as readily be dismissed as people being irrational, and avoiding “the facts of reality.” All the people who used drugs neatly fit into this former category. Poor people and racial minorities who did not know their rightful place in society, and that they needed to stay in their own neighborhoods and behave themselves, were readily lumped into the latter category of those who denied the facts of reality. The above may well be a bit of an over generalization, but insofar as it paints the picture of Objectivism as a social movement growing out of racism, elitism, and fear of social change, it is quite accurate. Indeed, save for the exact Sabonjian quote, it is drawn entirely upon personal memories of the time, and based on a countless number of personal encounters and conversations during those years. But regardless of the finer historical details, the main thing to understand is that Objectivism arose primarily as a reactionary movement against the turmoil of the times, and served as a tool for rationalizing— or more precisely, sublimating— racism and prejudice. That is to say, in large measure, it served as a sort of refuge for those who could not help being disturbed by what was going on around them, but at the same time lacked not only the social and psychological skills, but also the moral foundation needed to appropriately deal with it all. Ayn Rand promised to provide all of that in one neat package.
2. Must reject every instance of racism it creates violence and dehumanization 

Memmi, 97 – Professor Emeritus of Sociology, University of Paris (Albert, RACISM, 1997, p. 163. 

The struggle against racism will be long, difficult, without intermission, without remission, probably never achieved. Yet for this very reason, it is a struggle to be undertaken without surcease and without concessions. One cannot be indulgent toward racism; one must not even let the monster in the house, especially not in a mask. To give it merely a foothold means to augment the bestial part in us and in other people, which is to diminish what is human. To accept the racist universe to the slightest degree is to endorse fear, injustice and violence. It is to accept the persistence of the dark history in which we still largely live. It is to agree that the outsider will always be a possible victim (and which [person] man is not [themself] himself an outsider relative to someone else?). Racism illustrates in sum, the inevitable negativity of the condition of the dominated; that is, it illuminates in a certain sense the entire human condition. The anti-racist struggle, difficult though it is, and always in question, is nevertheless one of the prologues to the ultimate passage from animality to humanity. In that sense, we cannot fail to rise to the racist challenge.
Back-up Util

1. Extinction makes all other impacts irrelevant- if we don’t exist, neither does the problem
Murray Rothbard. Head of the Mises Institute.  1973. “FOR A NEW LIBERTY: THE LIBERTARIAN MANIFESTO.” <http://www.mises.org/rothbard/newlibertywhole.asp#p263>
Many libertarians are uncomfortable with foreign policy matters and prefer to spend their energies either on fundamental questions of libertarian theory or on such "domestic" concerns as the free market or privatizing postal service or garbage disposal. Yet an attack on war or a warlike foreign policy is of crucial importance to libertarians. There are two important reasons. One has become a cliche, but is all too true nevertheless: the overriding importance of preventing a nuclear holocaust. To all the long-standing reasons, moral and economic, against an interventionist foreign policy has now been added the imminent, ever-present threat of world destruction. If the world should be destroyed, all the other problems and all the other isms—socialism, capitalism, liberalism, or libertarianism—would be of no importance whatsoever.
2. Extinction outweighs- irreversibility
Schell, 82 (Jonathan Schell, The Harold Willens Peace Fellow at The Nation Institute 1982, Fate of the Earth, pp. 93-96)
To say that human extinction is a certainty would of course, be a misrepresentation – just as it would be a should lead us to act without delay to withdraw the threat we now post to the world and to ourselves. To begin with, we know that a holocaust may not occur at all. If one does occur, the adversaries may not use all their weapons. If they do use all their weapons, the global effects in the ozone and elsewhere, may be moderate. And if the effects are not moderate but extreme, the ecosphere may prove resilient enough to withstand them without breaking down catastrophically. These are all substantial reasons for supposing that mankind will not be extinguished in a nuclear holocaust, or even that extinction in a holocaust is unlikely, and they tend to calm our fear and to reduce our sense of urgency. Yet at the same time we are compelled to admit that there may be a holocaust, that the adversaries may use all their weapons, that the global effects, including effects of which we as yet unaware, may be severe, that the ecosphere may suffer catastrophic breakdown, and that our species may be extinguished. We are left with uncertainty, and are forced to make our decisions in a state of uncertainty. If we wish to act to save our species, we have to muster our resolve in spite of our awareness that the life of the species may not now in fact be jeopardized. On the other hand, if we wish to ignore the peril, we have to admit that we do so in the knowledge that the species may be in danger of imminent self-destruction. When the existence of nuclear weapons was made known, thoughtful people everywhere in the world realized that if the great powers entered into a nuclear-arms race the human species would sooner or later face the possibility of extinction. They also realized that in the absence of international agreements preventing it an arms race would probably occur. They knew that the path of nuclear armament was a dead end for mankind. The discovery of the energy in mass – of "the basic power of the universe" – and of a means by which man could release that energy altered the relationship between man and the source of his life, the earth. In the shadow of this power, the earth became small and the life of the human species doubtful. In that sense, the question of human extinction has been on the political agenda of the world ever since the first nuclear weapon was detonated, and there was no need for the world to build up its present tremendous arsenals before starting to worry about it. At just what point the species crossed, or will have crossed, the boundary between merely having the technical knowledge to destroy itself and actually having the arsenals at hand, ready to be used at any second, is not precisely knowable. But it is clear that at present, with some twenty thousand megatons of nuclear explosive power in existence, and with more being added every day, we have entered into the zone of uncertainty, which is to say the zone of risk of extinction. But the mere risk of extinction has a significance that is categorically different from, and immeasurably greater than that of any other risk and as we make our decisions we have to take that significance into account. Up to now, every risk has been contained within the framework of life; extinction would shatter the frame. It represents not the defeat of some purpose but an abyss in which all human purpose would be drowned for all time. We have no right to place the possibility of this limitless, eternal defeat on the same footing as risk that we run in the ordinary conduct of our affairs in our particular transient moment of human history. To employ a mathematician's analogy, we can say that although the risk of extinction may be fractional, the stake is, humanly speaking, infinite, and a fraction of infinity is still infinity. In other words, once we learn that a holocaust might lead to extinction we have no right to gamble, because if we lose, the game will be over, and neither we nor anyone else will ever get another chance. Therefore, although, scientifically speaking, there is all the difference in the world between the mere possibility that a holocaust will bring about extinction and the certainty of it, morally they are the same, and we have no choice but to address the issue of nuclear weapons as though we knew for a certainty that their use would put an end to our species. In weighing the fate of the earth and, with it, our own fate, we stand before a mystery, and in tampering with the earth we tamper with a mystery. We are in deep ignorance. Our ignorance should dispose us to wonder, our wonder should make us humble, our humility should inspire us to reverence and caution, and our reverence and caution.
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