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A. Uniqueness – U.S. military primacy is high – aggressive force posture makes it sustainable, and there are no challengers
Brooks and Wohlforth 2008 [Stephen G. and William C., Profs. Gov’t @ Dartmouth, World out of Balance, p. 28-9]

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.
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B. Link – Withdrawal creates immediate regional power vacuums that embolden challengers.

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.   
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C. Impact – Sustained unipolar hegemony prevents multiple scenarios for nuclear conflict – we must stay the course.

Kagan 2007 [Robert, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Hoover Institution - Stanford U, in Policy Review, No 144, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10]

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

The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying —  its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.
It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible.
Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe ’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war.

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

The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world ’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States.
Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China ’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan.
In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene — even if it remained the world’s most powerful nation — could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore  to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe — if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” — this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances.

It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, “offshore” role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more “even-handed” policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel ’s aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground.

The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn ’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and 
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Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the 
region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn ’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again.
The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.
UQ – No Balancing

Balancing dynamics don’t manifest unless the US becomes overtly threatening – standard balance-of-power explanations are structurally invalid.
Ikenberry, Mastanduno, and Wohlforth 2009 [G. John, Prof. Politics and Int'l Affairs @ Princeton U, Michael, Prof. Gov't and Assoc. Dean Social Sciences @ Dartmouth College, and William C., Prof. Gov't @ Dartmouth College, "Unipolarity, State Behavior, and Systemic Consequences," in World Politics, Vol 61, No 1, January, MUSE | VP]
The proposition that great concentrations of capabilities generate countervailing tendencies toward balance is among the oldest and best known in international relations.33 Applying this balancing proposition to a unipolar system is complex, however, for even as unipolarity increases the incentives for counterbalancing it also raises the costs. Walt [End Page 18] and Finnemore each analyze the interplay between these incentives. They agree on the basic proposition that the current unipolar order pushes secondary states away from traditional hard counterbalancing—formal military alliances and/or military buildups meant to create a global counterweight to the unipole—and toward other, often subtler strategies, such as soft balancing, hiding, binding, delegitimation, or norm entrapment. These analyses lead to the general expectation that a shift from a multipolar or bipolar to a unipolar structure would increase the relative salience of such subtler balancing/resistance strategies.

Walt argues that standard neorealist balance of power theory predicts the absence of counterbalancing under unipolarity. Yet he contends that the core causal mechanisms of balance-of-threat theory remain operative in a unipolar setting. Walt develops a modification of the theory that highlights the role of soft balancing and other subtler strategies of resistance as vehicles to overcome the particular challenges unipolarity presents to counterbalancing. He contends that balancing dynamics remain latent within a unipolar structure and can be brought forth if the unipole acts in a particularly threatening manner.
Finnemore develops a contrasting theoretical architecture for explaining secondary state behavior. For her, both the absence of balancing and the presence of other patterns of resistance can be explained only by reference to the social, as opposed to the material, structure of international politics. In particular, secondary state strategies that have the effect of reining in the unipole cannot be understood as the result of standard security-maximizing incentives. Rather, they are partially the outgrowth of the secondary states’ internalization of the norms and rules of the institutional order. If the unipole acts in accordance with those rules, the tendency of other states to resist or withhold cooperation will be muted. Finnemore establishes three social mechanisms that constrain the unipole: legitimation, institutionalization, and incentives for hypocrisy. Each of these entails a logic of resistance to actions by the unipole that violate certain socially defined boundaries.

UQ – No Balancing – Asia

Asian middle powers won’t balance against the US – they bandwagon us out of fear of a rising China.

Goh 2009 [Evelyn, Asst. Prof. @ Institute of Defence and Strategic Studies - Nanyang Technological University, "Great powers and Southeast Asian Regional security strategies: omni-enmeshment, balancing and hierarchical order," July, DR-NTU | VP]

In much of the regional security discourse, the concept of ‘balancing’ power is nebulous and is used to imply the presence of countervailing strength against another power – a situation which is implicitly understood as preferable to one in which a dominant power is unchallenged or unadulterated by competition. Yet, the way in which ‘balance of power’ is understood and acted upon in the region differs from the realist definition prevalent in the study of International Relations. A fundamental tenet of the realist school of thought is that states will form coalitions with a weaker major power in order to balance against the dominant power in the system. According to this logic, Southeast Asian states ought to be bandwagoning with China to balance against the U.S. But instead, these states in fact exhibit balancing behaviour against the greater perceived threat of China. Their ‘soft balancing’ strategies which rely upon the encouragement and sustenance of American dominance in the region are, in fact, aimed at maintaining the existing imbalance or preponderance of power in favour of the U.S.18

Furthermore, the concept of ‘balance of power’ used in Southeast Asia tends towards the common confusion between the power structure, and the processes of policies or behaviour designed to influence the structural outcome.19 Here, it is the latter with which we are concerned, and framing it this way opens up the possibility that even small or medium states can engage actively in balancing behaviour, or actions that help to engender outcomes which affect the distribution of power. This assumption underpins the key thinking about balance of power that has emerged from Southeast Asia.

Finally, in Southeast Asia, the effective balancing of growing Chinese power hinges on three elements. First is the successful playing of triangular politics – the use of bilateral relations with one major power as leverage to make advances in improving relations with another. This is seen, for instance, in Thailand’s strategy vis-à-vis China and the U.S. Second, a strong expectation of deterrence – the harnessing of superior U.S. force in the region to persuade Beijing that any aggressive action would be too costly and/or unlikely to succeed. The third element is in fact engagement and enmeshment – the meaningful integration and socialisation of China into the regional system, cultivating it as a responsible, constructive, and status quo regional power. Such a vision means that the balancing policies of Southeast Asian states go beyond the deployment of military strength or diplomatic leverage. Rather, the model of balancing here is much more managerial and encompasses all the key elements of international relations.

UQ – No Balancing – East Asia/AT: China
States defer to bandwagoning – global economic interdependence makes opposition infeasible.

Seng 2002 [Tan See, Asst. Prof. Int'l Studies @ Institute of Defence and Strategic Studies - Nanyang Technological University, "Great power politics in contemporary East Asia : negotiating multipolarity or hegemony?" RSIS Working Papers; 27/02, DR-NTU | VP]
The argument for American unipolarity in the post-Cold War world is rather straightforward: notwithstanding the audacity of an Osama bin Laden and al-Qaeda, there are few if any state actors ready or willing to challenge the preponderant power of the US. According to Mastanduno and Kapstein, two arguments are central to writings on unipolarity.21 In contrast to neorealist balance-of-power politics of the sort propounded by Kenneth Waltz,22 which typically treats unipolarity as an inevitably brief transition to either a bipolar or multipolar situation,23 the first proposes that the principal post-Cold War foreign policy challenge for other East Asian great powers has been that of the adjusting of their strategies to the emergence and likely endurance of a unipolar distribution of power in the region.

According to this reasoning, most regional states have chosen to “bandwagon” with the US and depend on American power for their security. The case of Japan is somewhat of a moot point since it is a strategic ally and dependent of the US. At times such bandwagoning is not without risk to one’s own domestic stability (and, paradoxically, one’s national security), as is the case presently for some Islamic nations or countries with significant Muslim constituencies in the Washington-led coalition against terrorism. Although China has demonstrated its willingness to assist the US on that front (and in doing so possibly receive help in its effort to manage Islamic radicalism at home), as a great power it has hitherto been less ready to bandwagon with the preponderant power. Nonetheless, it has sought, since the Cold War’s end, to integrate into the US dominated global economic order. In short, neither Japan nor China, or any other state, whether individually or as part of a collectivity, has attempted to balance American power – just the sort of behaviour predicted, erroneously in this case, by neorealist theory. Going further than most unipolar theorists would allow, Peter Van Ness, appropriating the Gramscian concept of hegemony to international relations,24 has argued that China and Japan, each in their different ways “strategic dependents” of the US, devise their respective national security policies according to their common perception of “a hierarchical world environment, structured in terms of a combination of US military strategic hegemony and a globalized economic interdependence.”25 Beginning in the late 1940s, the US in effect “spun a web of institutions that connected other states to an emerging American-dominated economic and security order.”26 By participating in this hegemonic system, China, as has many other nations, has received and continues receiving substantial benefits as, in this alternative sense, a strategic dependent of America.
UQ – No Balancing – Structural Barriers

Depth of US influence makes effective balancing coalitions structurally impossible.
Walt 2009 [Stephen M., Prof. Int'l Relations @ Harvard U, "Alliances in a Unipolar World," in World Politics, Vol 61, No 1, January, MUSE | VP]
Even if other states now worry about the unipole’s dominant power position, the condition of unipolarity also creates greater obstacles to the formation of an effective balancing coalition. When one state is far stronger than the others, it takes a larger coalition to balance it, and assembling such a coalition entails larger transaction costs and more daunting dilemmas of collective action. In particular, each member of the countervailing coalition will face greater incentives to free ride or pass the buck, unless it is clear that the unipolar power threatens all of them more or less equally and they are able to develop both a high degree of trust and some way to share the costs and risks fairly. Moreover, even if a balancing coalition begins to emerge, the unipole can try to thwart it by adopting a divide-and-conquer strategy: punishing states that join the opposition while rewarding those that remain aloof or support the unipole instead.
These structural obstacles would exist regardless of who the single superpower was, but a counterhegemonic alliance against the United States faces an additional nonstructural barrier. The United States is [End Page 96] the sole great power in the Western hemisphere, while the other major powers are all located on the Eurasian landmass. As a result, these states tend to worry more about each other; furthermore, many have seen the United States as the perfect ally against some nearby threat. Accordingly, they are even less likely to join a coalition against the United States, even if U.S. power is substantially greater. Assembling a vast counter-American coalition would require considerable diplomatic virtuosity and would probably arise only if the United States began to pose a genuine existential threat. It is unlikely to do so, however, in part because this same geographic isolation dampens American concerns about potential Eurasian rivals.30 America’s geopolitical isolation has been an advantage throughout its history, and it remains an important asset today.31

UQ – No Balancing – No Challengers ** [1/3]
Walt 2009 [Stephen M., Prof. Int'l Relations @ Harvard U, "Alliances in a Unipolar World," in World Politics, Vol 61, No 1, January, MUSE | VP]
Although the focus in this article is on alliance strategies, there are a number of examples of states seeking to balance the unipole (the United States) via internal effort. For example, it is likely that efforts by Iran and North Korea to gain nuclear weapons are inspired in part by the desire to deter a U.S. attack or deflect U.S. pressure.39 In addition, several recent accounts suggest that part of the motivation behind A. Q. Khan’s successful effort to spread nuclear technology was a desire to constrain American power and that Khan’s objective was shared by prominent Pakistani officials.40 Similarly, part of the motivation behind China’s military buildup is almost certainly the desire to counter U.S. military dominance in the Far East, even if it does not yet involve an explicit attempt to alter the global balance of power.41 [End Page 101]

Turning to external efforts, one can in fact find a few examples of hard balancing against the American unipole, although even these examples fall short of the classic balance of power ideal. Security cooperation between Syria and Iran increased markedly following the U.S. invasion of Iraq, and American officials have accused both countries of aiding the Iraqi insurgents. While obviously contrary to U.S. interests, this response is hardly surprising, given America’s stated desire for “regime change” in both countries. Although clearly less than a formal alliance, this sort of collusion still fits the standard definition of balancing. By strengthening the insurgency in Iraq, Syria and Iran sought to keep the United States bogged down and thus unable to put direct military pressure on them.42 Other oft-cited examples include the continuing security partnership between Russia and China, the multilateral Shanghai Cooperation Organization (which brought Russia, China, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan together in 2001 for the purpose of “strengthening mutual trust and good-neighborly friendship among the member states . . . [and] devoting themselves jointly to preserving and safeguarding regional peace, security and stability”), or earlier security cooperation between rogue states such as Saddam Hussein’s Iraq and Slobodan Milosevic’s Serbia.43 Each of these efforts seems to have been intended either to strengthen the parties vis-à-vis the United States or to limit U.S. influence in particular regions (for example, Central Asia). Such actions should be seen as a form of balancing (that is, states are seeking to enhance their security through combined or coordinated action) even if they lack the capabilities necessary to create a true counterpoise to the current unipole.

Yet as several scholars have noted previously, what is striking about these efforts is how tentative and half-hearted most of them are, especially when one considers the other major powers. There have been no attempts to form a formal alliance whose explicit purpose is to contain the United States (even though leaders like Venezuela’s Hugo Chávez [End Page 102] have called for such arrangements), and even the most far-reaching informal efforts have been fairly modest.44 Equally important, these efforts do not appear to be driven largely by structural concerns (that is, by the distribution of capabilities), and there has been little or no effort to assemble a countervailing coalition of even approximately equal capabilities.

The relative dearth of hard balancing is consistent with the view that alliances form not in response to power alone but in response to the level of threat. States will not want to incur the various costs of balancing (increased military spending, loss of autonomy, punishment by the unipole, and so on) unless they believe doing so is truly necessary. In particular, states will not engage in hard balancing against the unipole if its power is not perceived as posing an imminent threat to their security. If the unipole happens to be geographically distant from the potential balancers (and thus poses less of a threat to them) and if it is not believed to have aggressive intentions (that is, does not appear eager to conquer them), then potential balancers will be unlikely to form an overt hard balancing alliance.

This discussion explains why even an administration as unpopular as that of George W. Bush nonetheless has not triggered the formation of a hard balancing coalition. Although other states worry about U.S. power, and states in some regions (for example, the Middle East) have reason to fear U.S. attack, most of the world’s major powers do not fear an American invasion. Europeans may dislike U.S. policies, Asians may worry about U.S. judgment, and Chinese leaders may see the United States as a rival over the longer term, but they do not perceive the United States as having expansionist ambitions on a par with those harbored in the past by Napoleonic France, Wilhelmine and Nazi Germany, or the Soviet Union. If the United States were to acquire such ambitions and were it to begin to act upon them, a hard balancing coalition would almost certainly form. Absent such aims or behaviors, however, hard balancing will remain rare.

Soft Balancing

Instead of hard balancing, efforts to join forces to counter U.S. power or limit U.S. influence have generally taken the form 
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of soft balancing. These actions have been directed against specific U.S. policies rather [End Page 103] than against the overall distribution of power itself.45 Hard balancing usually focuses on the overall balance of power and seeks to assemble a countervailing coalition that will be strong enough to keep the dominant power in check, no matter what policies it decides to pursue. By contrast, soft balancing accepts the current balance of power but seeks to obtain better outcomes within it, by assembling countervailing coalitions designed to thwart or impede specific policies. In the current era of U.S. dominance, therefore, soft balancing is the conscious coordination of diplomatic action in order to obtain outcomes contrary to U.S. preferences, outcomes that could not be gained if the balancers did not give each other some degree of mutual support. Instead of combining military forces or conducting joint operations, soft balancers combine their diplomatic assets in order to defend their interests. By definition, soft balancing seeks to limit the ability of the United States to impose its preferences on others.

Critics of soft balancing have argued that it is indistinguishable from the normal bargaining that is a constant feature of world politics. They also point out that what might appear to be a balancing response—an increase in military spending, for example—might be the exact opposite, if it were in fact encouraged and welcomed by the unipole, and thus suggest that studies emphasizing the role of soft balancing are inherently nonfalsifiable.46 These criticisms do not invalidate the concept, but they highlight the importance of gauging motivations when trying to label or explain different alliance responses. If states are in fact choosing to coordinate action, augment their power, and take on new commitments with others, because they are worried about the unipole’s dominant position and/or are alarmed by the actions it is undertaking, it is appropriate to regard such behavior as a form of balancing.47

If they are coordinating action or taking on new commitments because the unipole has encouraged them to do so, however, then that is obviously not a case of balancing against the unipole. Judging whether a particular response is properly seen as balancing requires careful interpretation, [End Page 104] but this qualification hardly means the concept is neither useful nor falsifiable.

The Bush administration’s failed effort to obtain UN Security Council authorization for its preventive war against Iraq in 2003 illustrates soft balancing nicely. Although there was broad agreement that Saddam Hussein was a brutal tyrant and broad opposition to Iraq’s efforts to obtain weapons of mass destruction, the United States was able to persuade only three other Security Council members to support a second resolution to authorize the use of force. This failure was due in part to growing concerns about U.S. power and the Bush administration’s heavy-handed diplomacy, but it was also the result of the ability of France, Russia, and Germany to formulate and maintain a unified position.48

The antiwar coalition did not balance in the classic sense (that is, it did not try to resist U.S. armed forces directly or send military support to Iraq), but its collective opposition made it safer for lesser powers such as Cameroon or Mexico to resist U.S. pressure during the critical Security Council debate. The result was classic soft balancing: by adopting a unified position, these states denied the United States the legitimacy it had sought and thereby imposed significantly greater political and economic costs on Bush’s decision to go to war.

Yet the diplomacy of the Iraq war also illustrates the limits of soft balancing. The coalition in the Security Council fell far short of a formal alliance, and the defeat suffered by the United States in the Security Council did not prevent it from going to war. Moreover, the Bush administration was able to obtain political support (as well as symbolic military participation) from Great Britain, Spain, Italy, Poland, Hungary, Bulgaria, Romania, and a number of other countries.49 These successes remind us that nato expansion has made it easier for the United States to employ a divide-and-conquer strategy within the alliance, because expansion has brought in a set of new members that were especially interested in forging close ties with the United States. Rumsfeld’s dismissive remarks about “old Europe” and his praise for “new Europe” [End Page 105] may have been undiplomatic, but his comments contained more than a grain of truth.

This last point offers several additional clues about the forms that balancing takes under the condition of unipolarity. First, states that are worried about the sole superpower may tend to engage in covert, tacit, or informal forms of security cooperation, to make it less likely that the sole superpower is aware of their actions or in the hopes that it will choose not to react. U.S. leaders would almost certainly try to disrupt a formal anti-U.S. coalition, for example, but they might be less willing or able to interfere with informal or tacit arrangements that nonetheless have an anti-American dimension. Thus, the sharing of nuclear and missile technology by North Korea, Pakistan, and Iran might offer an example of this sort of 
UQ – No Balancing – No Challengers ** [3/3]

behavior: while falling well short of a formal alliance, it is also more than a purely commercial transaction.50 Collaboration between sympathetic terrorist groups offers another example of this phenomenon, albeit one operating between nonstate actors. Finally, as the Iraq case suggests, soft balancing may also be undertaken to constrain the sole superpower from taking actions that the balancers oppose and thus to force it to adjust its policies along the lines preferred by the balancers.

More recent responses to U.S. power are consistent with these conjectures. Both the Six-Party Talks on North Korea’s nuclear program and the EU3 negotiations with Iran served a dual purpose: on the one hand, they sought to bring greater pressure to bear on the suspected proliferators; on the other hand, they also make it more difficult (at least in the short term) for the United States to take unilateral action. In each case, the effectiveness of this constraining effort is magnified by coordination among the non-U.S. members: if the EU3 had not taken a unified position and stuck to it, the United States might have adopted policies that are even more confrontational than those it has adopted to date.51 Indeed, the inability of the United States to obtain sufficient backing from the EU3, China, and Russia eventually forced the Bush administration to take a more forthcoming position vis-à-vis direct negotiation with Tehran, a position it had previously rejected strenuously.52 [End Page 106]

UQ – No Balancing – Empirics

No counterbalancing – empirics.

Wohlforth 2009 [William, B.A. in International Relations from Beloit College, M.A. in International Relations from Yale University, Ph.D. in Political Science from Yale University, “U.S. Strategy in a Unipolar World” in “American Unrivaled: The Future of the Balance of Power”, Cornell University Press, Pages 98-99]
This book addresses the central puzzle posed by Ikenberry in the introduction: “Why, despite the widening power gulf between the United States and other major states, has a counterbalancing reaction not yet take place?” In this chapter, I provide an answer: “Because neither theory nor history suggest that a counterbalance is likely given today’s distribution of capabilities.” In other words, I argue that the absence of a counterbalance – or even the signs of one – is not a puzzle even for a very spare structural reading of realist history. Among self-interested states, collective action in pursuit of a single goal – such as counterbalancing a hegemon –is very hard to achieve. In the history of ancient and modern state systems, durable hegemonies are common. The conditions that make for counterhegemonic alliances are rare. They are not only absent from the current unipolar system, but they are unlikely to be present for a very longtime. Before the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the United States, many analysts argued that the U.S. grand strategy of global engagement would precipitate counterbalancing by other major powers. Given that the initial American response to the attack was an intensified engagement policy that entailed even greater involvement in the security affairs of Eurasia and heightened demands on the policies of other states, counterbalancing would appear to be an even greater concern. If the world is, as some contributors to this volume believe, on the cusp of new balancing order, then the United States must proceed very circumspectly in its campaign against terrorism. Will a proactive antiterror strategy provoke counterbalancing among great powers? Because my explanation for the absence of balancing under unipolarity is rooted in the distribution of capabilities itself rather than more ephemeral factors, I do not expect even an intensified counterterror campaign embedded within a renewed U.S. strategy of engagement to provoke systemic counterbalancing on the part of other states. 

UQ – No Balancing – Costs

No balancing – costs outweighs benefits.

Wohlforth 2009 [William, B.A. in International Relations from Beloit College, M.A. in International Relations from Yale University, Ph.D. in Political Science from Yale University, “U.S. Strategy in a Unipolar World” in “American Unrivaled: The Future of the Balance of Power”, Cornell University Press, Pages 100]
The absence of balancing among the great powers is a fact. To counterbalance, great powers must either increase military strength (internal balancing) or aggregate their capabilities in an alliance (external balancing). During unipolarity’s first decade, neither form of balancing took place. After the Cold War’s end and the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1191, most major powers cut defense outlays significantly. As table 3.1 shows, military spending by the major powers from 1995-200 remained at historically low levels, in most cases declining as a share of economic output. And none the of the much-heralded moves by other states to coordinate policy – the “European troika” of France, Germany, and Russia; the “special relationship” between Germany and Russia; the “strategic triangle” of Russia, China and India; and the “strategic partnership” between China and Russia – came anywhere close to aggregating capabilities to match the United States. The balancing rhetoric that accompanied these moves masked far more limited objectives: coordinating policy on regional issues; enhancing leverage in policy bargaining with the United States; and “prestige balancing,” the technique of using relatively low-cost gestures to distance oneself politically from Washington. Even as efforts to coordinate policy against Washington, these arrangements fell far short, as member states periodically demonstrated a willingness to cooperate closely with the United States when it suited their interests of the day – as, for example, Russia chose to do in the immediate aftermath of the September 11 attacks. By any reasonably benchmark, the current international system is one in which both external and internal balancing among great powers is at a historical low. Three propositions that are consistent with realist theory solve the mystery of the missing balance. First, balancing is inefficient even in settings where the incentives to balance are strong: tightly interdependent regional systems with aggressive revisionists that are weak enough to be countered. In other words, balancing is hard even in systems like modern Europe, from whose experience most balance-of-power theory is derived. Second, the concentration of capabilities in the United States passes the threshold at which counterbalancing becomes prohibitively costly, and thus the dominant strategy for other major powers is some form of engagement. Third, in the current globally dispersed system, balancing is much less efficient and the threshold concentration of capabilities necessary to sustain unipolarity is far lower that it was in Europe. 

UQ – No Balancing – AT: Backlash

Military presence does not lead to backlash – security guarantees increase legitimacy.
Wohlforth 2009 [William, B.A. in International Relations from Beloit College, M.A. in International Relations from Yale University, Ph.D. in Political Science from Yale University, “U.S. Strategy in a Unipolar World” in “American Unrivaled: The Future of the Balance of Power”, Cornell University Press, Pages 114]
In assessing the costs and risks of competing grand strategies, three propositions derived from the foregoing analysis of the distribution of capabilities ought to be considered: First and most importantly, a continued U.S. grand strategy of engagement will not produce a counterbalance. The debate over balancing dynamics and U.S. grand strategy requires two critical judgments. First, will the systemic balancing imperative soon come to dominate the strategies of the second tier great powers? That is, in maximizing their preference for security, status, or wealth, will these states find that the systemic imperative to counterbalance U.S. power outweighs more local imperatives when these two levels contradict each other? The second judgment is just as critical but rarely noted: to what extent is balancing behavior contingent on U.S. strategy as opposed to its underlying capabilities? For America cannot choose to become less powerful; it can only decide how and where to wield its latent power. Disengagers must argue that U.S. engagement increases incentives for others to balance substantially over what they would do to counter "disengaged" U.S. potential. As Kenneth Waltz has shown, actors in a competitive system seek to emulate or undercut successful practices."' To some degree, America's preponderance will elicit such a competitive response no matter what it does. The question is whether engagement materially affects that response. I established that the distribution and location of material capabilities suggest that local imperatives will overwhelm the systemic resentment of American power in the concrete strategic choices of other major states. To be sure, American success will elicit strategies of emulation and competition from other states. But my explanation for the missing counterbalance suggests that these responses are not especially sensitive to U.S. strategy. Second, the strategy may affect levels of cooperation among great powers. Cooperation is hard among states in anarchy. Realists argue that cooperation is contingent on power either a shared threat or hegemonic dominance. Liberals, institutionalists, and constructivists think cooperation does not require specific power configurations. These different theories have different explanations for post 1991 cooperation that are hard to evaluate on existing data. For realists, cooperation is an outgrowth of U.S. hegemony. The strength of institutions reflects the strength of the state that creates them. If realists are right, then disengagement decreases the leverage available to Washington to effect cooperation, and to build and run the institutions that make its dominance cheaper and more efficient. The United States uses the security dependence of other states to push through cooperative solutions on a variety of issues that favor its interests. Disengagement reduces security dependence of others and reduces the incentives American policymakers can provide to other actors to forge cooperation. Many of these levers of influence were on display in the aftermath of the September is attacks. While the ultimate outcome of the antiterror campaign will not be known for many years, the initial phase clearly showed the utility of engagement in fostering a coalition against the Taliban and Al Qaeda in Afghanistan. Long standing relationships with Uzbekistan, for example, coupled with a large supply of carrots and sticks vis-â-vis Russia, helped the United States quickly project power into Central Asia one of the most remote spots in Eurasia. If the strategy of engagement does not directly generate increased terrorist threats to the U.S. homeland, then, on balance it pays important dividends in responding to unexpected security threats. Third, the strategy affects the incentives for intra great power balancing. I have argued that the absence of a counterbalance against American power is largely a structural result. The absence (or, at least, the muted level) of competitive balancing among great powers in Eurasia may be a consequence of U.S. strategy. If America brought its forces home, its latent power would continue to figure in the calculations of other states. Still, the security problem would become more acute. Charles Kupchan argues that "cobinding" through institutions can create stable regional systems in Asia and Europe without direct U.S. engagement. Gholtz, Press, and Sapolsky argue that even without elaborate institutions, these regions can create stable multipolar systems by relying on defense dominant military postures.2t These arguments seem more plausible in Europe than Asia, where most regional experts would expect the return of competitive balancing if Washington extracted itself from the area. 

UQ – Yes Bandwagoning – Middle East

No Middle East balancing – they’re bandwagoning now because of terrorist threat.
Walt 2009 [Stephen M., Prof. Int'l Relations @ Harvard U, "Alliances in a Unipolar World," in World Politics, Vol 61, No 1, January, MUSE | VP]
The desire for U.S. protection is also evident throughout the Middle East. This motivation is most obvious in the case of Israel—which has depended on a de facto alliance with the United States since the mid-1960s—but it is also central to U.S. relations with Jordan, Saudi Arabia, and Egypt, as well as with a number of smaller Persian Gulf states. Although security cooperation with the United States creates domestic political difficulties for these regimes, they still see it as valuable protection against a variety of internal and external challenges. Indeed, America’s military role in the Persian Gulf and Middle East has grown dramatically since the 1991 Gulf War, with the smaller Gulf states (Kuwait, Qatar, Oman, Bahrain) using U.S. power to enhance their freedom of action vis-à-vis their larger neighbors and to help quell potential domestic dissidents. According to Edward Walker of the Middle East Institute: “By seizing on the reform agenda the US has empowered these countries and given them the courage to stand up to the bigger countries.”71 [End Page 113]

Last but not least, the heightened fear of international terrorism in the wake of September 11 provides smaller states with yet another incentive for close collaboration with the world’s most powerful country. Whatever their other differences may be, most governments are understandably hostile to nonstate movements whose avowed aim is to overthrow existing regimes and foment international conflict and whose preferred tactic is mass violence against innocent civilians. Cooperation against al-Qaeda or its affiliates may fall well short of full alignment, but the shared fear of terrorism does provide another reason for states to overlook their concerns about U.S. power and their reservations about U.S. policies and instead to collaborate with Washington against the shared terrorist danger.72

UQ – Yes Bandwagoning – Asia

No East Asianbalancing – they’re bandwagoning now because of China rise.
Walt 2009 [Stephen M., Prof. Int'l Relations @ Harvard U, "Alliances in a Unipolar World," in World Politics, Vol 61, No 1, January, MUSE | VP]
In Asia, the end of the cold war did not eliminate the desire for U.S. protection. In addition to general concerns about the stability of governments in North Korea, Indonesia, and elsewhere, a number of Asian countries share U.S. concerns about the long-term implications of Chinese economic growth. If China continues to grow and develop, it is likely to translate that increased economic strength into greater military power and regional influence. In addition to Taiwan (which has long sought U.S. protection against pressure from the PRC), Asian countries like Japan, Singapore, Vietnam, Malaysia, Indonesia, the Philippines, and India continue to welcome a close strategic partnership with the United States. Thus, when the United States lost access to its military bases in the Philippines in the late 1980s, Singapore signed a memorandum of understanding giving the U.S. access to facilities there and constructed berthing space (at its own expense) large enough to accommodate U.S. aircraft carriers. Prime Minister [End Page 112] Lee Kwan Yew justified this policy by saying that “nature does not like a vacuum. And if there is a vacuum, somebody will fill it.”67 Malaysia endorsed Singapore’s decision and eventually offered the U.S. access to some of its own military installations as well. As one senior Malaysian official commented: “America’s presence is certainly needed, at least to balance other power with contrasting ideology in this region . . . the power balance is needed . . . to ensure that other powers that have farreaching ambitions in Southeast Asia will not find it easy to act against countries in the region.”68 Even Vietnam increasingly sees U.S. power as a useful counterweight to China’s looming presence, with the vice chairwoman of the National Assembly’s Foreign Affairs Committee declaring that “everyone know[s] we have to keep a fine balance” and emphasizing that Vietnam will neither “lean over” toward Washington nor “bow” to Beijing.69 Finally, the United States and India have recently signed a far-reaching but controversial agreement for strategic cooperation (including cooperation on nuclear energy) that also reflects shared concerns about China’s rise and the overall balance of power in Asia.70

UQ – Yes Bandwagoning – Europe

No European balancing – they’re bandwagoning now because of multiple regional threats.
Walt 2009 [Stephen M., Prof. Int'l Relations @ Harvard U, "Alliances in a Unipolar World," in World Politics, Vol 61, No 1, January, MUSE | VP]
Similar motivations remain evident today, with geography once again making U.S. power both less threatening and more highly valued. In Europe, U.S allies continue to favor an American military presence as an insurance policy against any future renationalization of foreign policy, a development that could turn Europe back toward rivalry and [End Page 111] conflict. Although this possibility might seem remote, the fear has been real enough to convince many Europeans that keeping the American “night watchman” in place is still worth it.65 Similarly, a desire to enhance their security against regional threats (including a resurgent Russia) explains why East European states like Poland, Hungary, and the Baltic countries were so eager to join nato and so willing to curry favor with Washington by backing the Iraq war. According to Piotr Ogrodzinski, director of the America department of the Polish Foreign Ministry: “This is a country that thinks seriously about its security. There’s no doubt that for such a country, it’s good to be a close ally of the United States.” Or as a leading Polish newspaper opined in 2001: “Poland has a tragic historical experience behind it, and it needs an ally on which it can depend.”66 It is therefore not surprising that new Europe remains more pro-American than old Europe, given that the former has a more obvious reason to worry about a resurgent great power to the East.

UQ – Heg High

US is the preeminent global leader – our military and economic potential is unmatched.

Ikenberry, Mastanduno, and Wohlforth 2009 [G. John, Prof. Politics and Int'l Affairs @ Princeton U, Michael, Prof. Gov't and Assoc. Dean Social Sciences @ Dartmouth College, and William C., Prof. Gov't @ Dartmouth College, "Unipolarity, State Behavior, and Systemic Consequences," in World Politics, Vol 61, No 1, January, MUSE | VP]
The United States now likely spends more on defense than the rest of the world combined (Table 2). Military research and development (R&D) may best capture the scale of the long-term investments that [End Page 6] now give the United States its dramatic qualitative edge over other states. As Table 2 shows, in 2004 U.S. military expenditures on R&D were more than six times greater than those of Germany, Japan, France, and Britain combined. By some estimates over half of the military R&D expenditures in the world are American, a disparity that has been sustained for decades: over the past thirty years, for example, the United States invested more than three times what the EU countries combined invested in military R&D. Hence, on any composite index featuring these two indicators the United States obviously looks like a unipole. That perception is reinforced by a snapshot of science and technology indicators for the major powers (see Table 3).

These vast commitments do not make the United States omnipotent, but they do facilitate a preeminence in military capabilities vis-à-vis all other major powers that is unique in the post-seventeenth-century experience. While other powers can contest U.S. forces operating in or very near their homelands, especially over issues that involve credible nuclear deterrence, the United States is and will long remain the only state capable of projecting major military power globally.14 This dominant [End Page 8] position is enabled by what Barry Posen calls “command of the commons”—that is, unassailable military dominance over the sea, air, and space. The result is an international system that contains only one state with the capability to organize major politico-military action anywhere in the system.15 No other state or even combination of states is capable of mounting and deploying a major expeditionary force outside its own region, except with the assistance of the United States.

Conventional measures thus suggest that the concentration of military and overall economic potential in the United States distinguishes the current international system from its predecessors over the past four centuries (see Figure 1). As historian Paul Kennedy observed: “Nothing has ever existed like this disparity of power; nothing, . . . I have returned to all of the comparative defense spending and military personnel statistics over the past 500 years that I compiled in The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, and no other nation comes close.”16

The bottom line is that if we adopt conventional definitions of polarity and standard measures of capabilities, then the current international system is as unambiguously unipolar as past systems were multipolar and bipolar.

UQ – Heg High
Military and economic flexibility makes US primacy durable.
Walt 2009 [Stephen M., Prof. Int'l Relations @ Harvard U, "Alliances in a Unipolar World," in World Politics, Vol 61, No 1, January, MUSE | VP]
Despite these ambiguities, Wohlforth is almost certainly correct in describing the current structure of world politics as unipolar. The United States has the world’s largest economy (roughly 60 percent larger than the number two power), and it possesses by far the most powerful military forces. If one includes supplemental spending, U.S. military expenditures now exceed those of the rest of the world combined.21 Despite its current difficulties in Iraq and the recent downturn in the U.S. economy, the United States retains a comfortable margin of superiority over the other major powers. This capacity does not allow the United States to rule large foreign populations by force or to re-create the sort of formal empire once ruled by Great Britain, but it does give the United States “command of the commons” (that is, the ability to operate with near impunity in the air, oceans, and space) and the ability to defeat [End Page 92] any other country (or current coalition) in a direct test of battlefield strength.22 Put differently, the United States is the only country that can deploy substantial amounts of military power virtually anywhere—even in the face of armed opposition—and keep it there for an indefinite period. Moreover, it is able to do this while spending a substantially smaller fraction of its national income on defense than previous great powers did, as well as a smaller fraction than it spent throughout the cold war.23 The United States also enjoys disproportionate influence in key international institutions—largely as a consequence of its economic and military capacities—and casts a large cultural shadow over much of the rest of the world as well.24

In short, America’s daunting capabilities are a defining feature of the contemporary international landscape, the debacle in Iraq and its various fiscal deficits notwithstanding. U.S. primacy shapes the perceptions, calculations, and possibilities available to all other states, as well as to other consequential international actors. Although other states also worry about local conditions and concerns, none can ignore the vast concentration of power in U.S. hands.

It is important to emphasize again the distinction between the general condition of unipolarity and the particular features of the specific unipolar order that exists today. State behavior today is influenced partly by the overall distribution of capabilities, but also by the particular geographic location of the United States, the liberal ideals with which the United States is associated, and the specific historical features and institutional connections inherited from the cold war. Each of these features shapes contemporary alliance dynamics, and any attempt to identify the impact of unipolarity on alliance behavior must take these competing causal factors into account. [End Page 93]
UQ – Heg Sustainable –Ambition/No Challengers

US dominance is unchecked – we have enough force to neutralize any challengers.

Tellis 2008 [Ashley J., Senior Assoc. @ Carnegie Endowment for Int'l Peace and Research Director of the Strategic Asia Program at NBR, "Preserving Hegemony: The Strategic Tasks Facing the United States," The National Bureau of Asian Research, Challenges and Choices,  in Strategic Asia 2008-09 | VP]
The U.S. experience of hegemony in global politics is still very young. Although the United States entered the international system as a great power early in the twentieth century, its systemic impact was not felt until World War II and, soon thereafter, its power was constrained by the presence of another competitor, the Soviet Union. Only after the demise of this challenger in 1991 has the United States been liberated in the exercise of its hegemonic power but—as has become quite evident in the past two decades—this application of power, although potent in its impact when well exercised, is also beset by important limitations. In any event, the now significant, century-long, involvement of the United States in international politics as a great power tends to obscure the reality of how short its hegemonic phase has actually been thus far.

This hegemony is by no means fated to end any time soon, however, given that the United States remains predominant by most conventional indicators of national power. The character of the United States’ hegemonic behavior in the future will thus remain an issue of concern both within the domestic polity and internationally. Yet the juvenescence of the U.S. “unipolar moment,” combined with the disorientation produced by the September 11 attacks, ought to restrain any premature generalization that the imperial activism begun by the Clinton administration, and which the Bush administration took to its most spirited apotheosis, would in some way come to define the permanent norm of U.S. behavior in the global system. In all probability, it is much more likely that the limitations on U.S. power witnessed in Afghanistan and Iraq will produce a more phlegmatic and accommodating United States over the longer term, despite the fact that the traditional U.S. pursuit of dominance—understood as the quest to maintain a preponderance of power, neutralize threatening challengers, and protect freedom of action, goals that go back to the foundations of the republic—is unlikely to be extinguished any time soon.1

Precisely because the desire for dominance is likely to remain a permanent feature of U.S. geopolitical ambitions—even though how it is exercised will certainly change in comparison to the Bush years—the central task facing the next administration will still pertain fundamentally to the issue of U.S. power. This concern manifests itself through the triune challenges of: redefining the United States’ role in the world, renewing the foundations of U.S. strength, and recovering the legitimacy of U.S. actions. In other words, the next administration faces the central task of clarifying the character of U.S. hegemony, reinvigorating the material foundations of its power, and securing international support for its policies.
UQ – Heg Sustainable – Interdependence
Deterrence and democratic peace make the hegemonic liberal international order sustainable – rising states want to join, not balance against it.
Ikenberry 2010 [G. John, Prof. Politics and Int'l Affairs @ Princeton U, "The Liberal International Order and its Discontents," in Millennium - Journal of International Studies, Vol 38, No 3, pp 509-521, SAGE | VP]
There are also reasons to think that this liberal order will persist, even if it continues to evolve. Firstly, the violent forces that have overthrown international orders in the past do not seem to operate today. We live in the longest period of ‘great power peace’ in modern history. The great powers have not found themselves at war with each other since the guns fell silent in 1945. This non-war outcome is certainly influenced by two realities: nuclear deterrence, which raises the costs of war, and the dominance of democracies, who have found their own pathway to peace. In the past, the great moments of order-building came in the aftermath of war when the old order was destroyed. War itself was a ratification of the view that the old order was no longer sustainable. War broke the old order apart, propelled shifts in world power and opened up the international landscape for new negotiations over the rules and principles of world politics. In the absence of great power war it is harder to clear the ground for new ‘constitutional’ arrangements.

Secondly, this order is also distinctive in its integrative and expansive character. In essence, it is ‘easy to join and hard to overturn’. This follows most fundamentally from the fact that it is a liberal international order – in effect, it is an order that is relatively open and loosely rulebased. The order generates participants and stakeholders. Beyond this, there are three reasons why the architectural features of this post-war liberal order reinforce downward and outward integration. One is that the multilateral character of the rules and institutions create opportunities for access and participation. Countries that want to join in can do so; Japan found itself integrating through participation in the trade system and alliance partnership. More recently, China has taken steps to join, at least through the world trading system. Joining is not costless. Membership in institutional bodies such as the WTO must be voted upon by existing members and states must meet specific requirements. But these bodies are not exclusive or imperial. Secondly, the liberal order is organised around shared leadership and not just the United States. The G-7/8 is an example of a governance organisation that is based on a collective leadership, and the new G-20 grouping has emerged to provide expanded leadership. Finally, the order also provides opportunities for a wide array of states to gain access to the ‘spoils of modernity’. Again, this is not an imperial system in which the riches accrue disproportionately to the centre. States across the system have found ways to integrate into this order and experience economic gains and rapid growth along the way.

Thirdly, rising states do not constitute a bloc that seeks to overturn or reorganise the existing international order. China, India, Russia, Brazil, South Africa and others all are seeking new roles and more influence within the global system. But they do not constitute a new coalition of states seeking global transformation. All of these states are capitalist and as such are deeply embedded in the world economy. Most of them are democratic and embrace the political principles of the older Western liberal democracies. At the same time, they all have different geopolitical interests. They are as diverse in their orientations as the rest of the world in regard to energy, religion and ideologies of development. They are not united by a common principled belief in a post-liberal world order. They are all very much inside the existing order and integrated in various ways into existing governance institutions.

Fourthly, the major states in the system – the old great powers and rising states – all have complex alignments of interests. They all are secure in the sense that they are not threatened by other major states. All worry about radicalism and failed states. Even in the case of the most fraught relationships – such as the emerging one between the United States and China – there are shared or common interests in global issues related to energy and the environment. These interests are complex. There are lots of ways in which these countries will compete with each other and seek to push ‘adjustment’ to problems onto the other states. But it is precisely the complexity of these shared interests that creates opportunities and incentives to negotiate and cooperate – and, ultimately, to support the open and rule-based frameworks that allow for bargains and agreements to be reached.

UQ – Heg Sustainable – AT: Iraq Overstretch

Primacy is durable – even residual effects of overstretch won’t prompt a change in grand strategy.

McDonough 2009 [David S., Doctoral Fellow at the Centre for Foreign Policy Studies @ Dalhousie U, "Beyond Primacy: Hegemony and ‘Security Addiction’ in U.S. Grand Strategy," in Orbis, Vol 53, Iss 1, January, pp. 6-22, ScienceDirect | VP]

Primacy after the Iraq War

The present difficulties in Iraq, in particular the ongoing effort at counter-insurgency and stabilization, have created expectations that the United States will need to adopt a grand strategy of ‘‘restraint.’’44 This primacist adventure has stretched the American military, especially the Army, nearly past its breaking point. With so many troops on rotation in Iraq, it would be foolish indeed to believe that the United States has the capability–let alone the will–to undertake another significant ‘‘regime change’’ operation. The high hopes of the neoconservatives seem to have fallen short. Not surprisingly, the Bush administration has rediscovered a more selective and multilateral approach towards Iran and North Korea in its second term, even as it sought to achieve a semblance of victory in Iraq in order to extricate itself from that morass.

Perceived problems in Iraq may seem to herald the demise of the Bush Doctrine and the consolidation of a truly alternative grand strategy that goes beyond the ‘‘imperial hubris’’ of primacy. But even a negative outcome in Iraq is unlikely to transform the fundamental logic of the current addiction to security. Any subsequent hesitation to undertake military interventions, which will likely happen in the immediate aftermath of a withdrawal from Iraq, will be extraordinarily short-lived if another terrorist attack takes place on American soil. As Richard Betts concludes, while retreat may look appealing to some, ‘‘primacy unleashed may prove fearsomely potent’’ as ‘‘many Americans would consider escalation to more ferocious strategies.’’45

A more likely consequence of the Iraq project is second-order changes in the strategies of primacy. The Democratic Party will continue to adopt a liberal internationalist approach, and as such place U.S. preeminence and leadership within an institutional hegemonic order. But they may also be more wary, at least temporarily, of immediately following the Iraq folly with their own interventions. Liberal internationalists may also find multilateral legitimacy and collective action to be an unexpectedly elusive goal. American preponderance promises to make allies uneasy and unilateral action ultimately more feasible. In contrast, the Republican Party will continue to favor a unilateral, if more undiluted, form of primacy that abstains from aggressive ‘‘liberal wars’’ like Iraq in favor of latent containment strategies against a rising China and a more geostrategically ambitious Russia. In both parties, however, the voices of restraint and true multilateral cooperation will be in a clear minority.

On an operational level, the United States will likely be just as willing to utilize coercive military options when its national interests, against terrorism or rogue states, are clearly at stake. Iraq has proven to be a difficult and costly experiment in state reconstruction and social engineering, and the United States may simply be more hesitant in committing itself to the reconstruction of post-conflict states. One should recall that the ‘‘destructive agenda’’ of the Iraq War, including the removal of Saddam Hussein from power, the destruction of his regime and the elimination of Iraq as a serious proliferation concern, ‘‘was accomplished quickly and relatively cheaply.’’46 President Obama will undoubtedly pursue a counter-proliferation policy vis-a-vis Iran, and a counter- terrorism strike against Iran is certainly not out of the question. Even after a withdrawal from Iraq, the United States will continue to have a significant regional military presence among the Gulf states that could readily be used for military contingencies in the region.

Conclusion

The 9/11 attacks will continue to shape the debate on American strategic options long after the Iraq reconstruction project has come to an end. The need to achieve the elusive goal of ‘‘perfect security,’’ which is perhaps the most prominent symptom of security addiction, will only lead to ever more expansive and costly grand strategies. Unfortunately, the United States seems to be particularly predisposed to such a condition. As John Thompson has noted, ‘‘The exaggeration of American vulnerability. . .has been a recurring feature of debates over American foreign and defense policy for at least a hundred years.’’47

The new reality of globalized terror and violence has heightened the natural sense of American vulnerability, and made it even more difficult for any administration to fully satisfy the public’s high expectations of security. Indeed, both major political parties appear destined to endlessly debate the merits of their respective strategies of primacy in an effort to secure the public’s trust on issues of national security. Security addiction has facilitated the bi-partisan consensus on the need to preserve American strategic primacy. Despite the current imbroglio in Iraq, American decision-makers are unlikely to be swayed by even the most convincing calls for more restrained–and perhaps sensible–strategic choices.
Link – Withdrawal

Forward deployed troop presence is necessary for effective power projection and balance-of-power maintenance.

Calder 2007 [Kent E., Prof. East Asian Studies @ Johns Hopkins U, Embattled Garrisons: comparative base politics and American globalism, p. 217]
Contrasting sharply to the Fortress America option is the traditional pattern of American basing policy since the Korean War—what might be best called “Classic Pax Americana.”  The basic elements of this strategy include: (1) creation and maintenance of a U.S.-led world order based on preeminent American political, military, and economic power, and on American values; (2) maximization of U.S. control over the international system by preventing the emergence of rival powers in Europe and Asia; and (3) maintenance of economic interdependence as an American security interest.  Forward deployment in Western Europe, Northeast Asia, and the Middle East has been fundamental to this strategy, in order to check potential hegemonic rivals and to assure adequate energy supplies.
The logic of Classic Pax Americana was relatively simple.  Interdependence among allies of the industrialized world was crucial to global prosperity and well being, including that of the United States; instability caused by Soviet threats and communist domestic inroads was the central threat to that interdependence; and extended deterrence was the means through which U.S. strategy should counter that threat.  America’s post-World War II strategy, as Wolfram Hanrieder points out, thus involved dual containment—both of the Soviet Union and Germany/Japan.  U.S. forward deployment in Germany, Japan, and their environs was central to this broad neutralization of both potential challenges to American power and of regional balance-of-power rivalries.
Link – Withdrawal

Concentrated forward deployment is necessary for troop flexibility and deterrence.
Calder 2007 [Kent E., Prof. East Asian Studies @ Johns Hopkins U, Embattled Garrisons: comparative base politics and American globalism, p. 218-219]
The incrementalist school presents four main strategic reasons for a continued offshore basing presence, beyond the controversies of the American Iraq presence.  First, the need to maintain air superiority requires offshore bases.  Even in a world where long-range U.S. bombers such as the B-2 can strike targets far distant from America’s homeland, as they did in Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq, aircraft with shorter ranges are needed to patrol the skies around them, as well as to refuel them.  Those aircraft need foreign bases.
A second reason for foreign bases relates to the need for ground forces abroad.  These forces would be crucial in the event that friendly countries might be attacked and defeated before U.S. forces could respond, making it necessary to evict an aggressor.  They could also be necessary for various kinds of reconnaissance and/or counterterrorist activities.  Ground units may well get lighter and more mobile over time, but they will inevitably continue to be large, heavy, and quite unwieldy to deploy.  This reality will necessitate an offshore supply presence – either bases or prepositioned equipment—to allow such forces to respond to contingencies in a timely manner.

A third reason for at least some offshore bases—even if scaled down and isolated to minimize expense and conflict with local societies—is the need for safe ports and friendly harbors, it is argued.  These could, for example, be important to assuring secure passage in the energy sea-lanes from the Persian Gulf to consumers in the United States, Europe, and East Asia.  The only way to move heavy ground forces and their equipment is, and prospectively will remain, by sea.  If ports are required, it is much better to control them in advance.  Thus the need is crucial for naval bases, or at least access agreements in potentially strategic areas.

A final rationale for a foreign base presence is strategic: the value of a “tripwire” that links a nation’s formal security commitments tangibly to its intercontinental geostrategic capabilities, and thus enhances deterrence.  In the case of the United States, this logic can be formidable: with by far the most substantial, diverse, and accurate military arsenal on earth, including nuclear weapons and state-of-the-art delivery systems, the United States is in a position to retaliate at any conceivable level to attacks where its forces are engaged.  Deterrence is strongest when a potential aggressor realizes that U.S. forces would suffer casualties in any attack that it might attempt, so could credibly be expected to retaliate.
Link – Afghanistan

Withdrawal sends an immediate signal of damaged counterterrorist resolve – collapses hegemony.

Goodenough 2010 [Patrick, International Editor – CNS News, “Obama’s Troop Withdrawal Timeline and Taliban Reconciliation Moves Cause Unease,” June 23, 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.”
Link – East Asia
East Asian military presence is key to contain China through regional soft and hard balancing.

Goh 2009 [Evelyn, Asst. Prof. @ Institute of Defence and Strategic Studies - Nanyang Technological University, "Great powers and Southeast Asian Regional security strategies: omni-enmeshment, balancing and hierarchical order," July, DR-NTU | VP]

In the wake of the Cold War, the prognosis for East Asia appeared to be extremely bleak, particularly according to western scholars. With the decline of the Soviet Union and the rise of China, they predicted that the region would move towards an unstable multi-polar order, as the United States drew down its forces, Japan re-militarised, China grew, and other countries in the region began to engage in arms races.1 Fifteen years on, there is a growing literature, led by Asian scholars, which lauds the fact that East Asia has not descended into anarchy with disruptive power balancing as predicted. This is largely because the U.S. has not withdrawn but has maintained its web of alliances and its deep economic and strategic involvement in the region. However, some scholars also argue that the relatively peaceful transition so far has also been the result of two complementary strategies on the part of key East Asian states like Japan and regional groupings like the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN): the building of regional multilateral institutions which serve to regulate exchanges, develop norms, create regional identity, thereby institutionalising cooperation amongst the major powers and socialising China; and ‘soft’ balancing against potential Chinese power by facilitating the continued U.S. commitment to the region.2

Link – Japan
Abandoning our security guarantee to Japan inhibits effective Chinese containment.

Nexon 2009 [Daniel H., Asst. Prof. Dept. Gov't. and the School of Foreign Service @ Georgetown U, "The Balance of Power in the Balance," Vol 61, No 2, April, MUSE | VP]
If there is any state in Asia that is most affected by the rise in Chinese power, it is Japan. T.J. Pempel’s chapter in this volume describes a Japan that—while being extremely attentive to this challenge and to a lesser degree the threat posed by the DPRK—reassuringly still views its alliance relationship with the United States as its first line of defense. Although Tokyo has engaged in a steady modernization of its already formidable conventional air and naval capabilities during the last decade and has, with U.S. encouragement, sought to expand its international role through among others institutional innovations at home, Japan has nonetheless moved gingerly thus far. Japan has remained intent on protecting its national security through implementing greater interoperability with the U.S. military, seeking a gradual redefinition of its own role in the context of larger global responsibilities, and aiming to develop some core defense industrial capabilities. Pempel argues that Tokyo has nevertheless sought to anchor its strategic interests in a vision of “comprehensive security” that includes energy, food, health, and environmental concerns in addition to national defense. Pempel notes that the principal near-term challenge will be to reassure Japan that the United States will remain a steadfast ally cognizant of Japanese interests in regard to issues such as the abductees, Taiwan, and China even as Washington seeks to pursue its other interests with Pyongyang and Beijing. He expects that resolving the explicitly bilateral issues pertaining to U.S. forces in Japan, advanced weapons sales, and the like will strengthen the foundations of reassurance as will engaging Tokyo on the other issues such as energy security and climate change. Finally, he concludes that Washington’s ability to maintain positive relations with both China and Japan would reduce the temptation for each to view the other as a threat, but he acknowledges the difficulties in getting the balance right given the perpetual fears in Tokyo of being either entrapped or abandoned by the United States.
UQ – Balancing Inevitable **
Balancing is inevitable – trends are overwhelmingly in favor of multipolarity, and numerous challengers are predisposed to resist primacy.

Layne 2009 [Christopher, Assoc. Prof. George HW Bush School of Gov't and Public Service @ Texas A&M U, research fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty @ the Independent Institute, “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived,” in Review of International Studies (2009), 35, 5–25 | VP]

Although there are some nuanced differences among offshore balancing’s proponents, they fundamentally agree on the strategy’s basic premises. First, offshore balancers recognise that one of the few ironclad rules in international politics is that when one great power becomes too powerful – when it bids to achieve hegemony – it is defeated by the counter-balancing efforts of the other major powers in the international system. The history of the modern international state system (which dates back to about 1500) is littered with the wreckage of great powers that tried and failed to achieve geopolitical primacy: the Hapsburg Empire under Charles V, Spain under Philip II, France under Louis XIV and Napoleon, and Germany under Hitler (and, some would argue, under Kaiser Wilhelm II). Failure is the fate of hegemons. The reason is simple: the basic motivation of all major states is to survive, and when one among them threatens to gain preponderant power, the security of the others is threatened.

Some primacists believe that the US is immune to being counter-balanced because, as the only great power in a ‘unipolar’ system, it is so much more powerful than its nearest possible competitors.4 Yet, recent studies by the CIA offer compelling evidence that by 2020 the era of America’s unipolar ascendancy will be drawing to a close as new poles of power in the international system approach the US share of world power.5 And, of course, growing apprehensions about the military, as well as economic, implications of China’s rapid ascent are – at the very least – an implicit acknowledgment that the days of unchallenged US dominance in world affairs are numbered. Offshore balancers believe the US must adjust to incipient multipolarity because they understand that – unless the US is prepared to fight an unending series of preventive wars – new great powers inevitably will emerge in the next decade or two.
A second point upon which offshore balancers agree is that in addition to the traditional kind of – ‘hard’, or military – counter-balancing that the US will face in coming years, there are new forms of balancing with which Washington already is contending, including so-called soft balancing.6 The most notable manifestation of soft balancing is the use by other major states of diplomacy and international institutions to try to restrain American actions. The attempt by France, Germany, Russia and China to forestall the US invasion of Iraq by withholding United Nation’s Security Council authorisation is one example of soft balancing. Another example is the effort of the same nations and Britain to promote a diplomatic solution to the Iranian nuclear issue that will avoid the imposition of UN sanctions on Teheran, and a possible armed confrontation between the US and Iran. Even if soft balancing efforts fail, they are important for two reasons. First, they indicate that other major states regard US geopolitical dominance as a problem that needs to be addressed. Second, soft balancing efforts to rein-in American power may help the other major states learn to cooperate in ways that will open the door to future hard balancing against the US.7

In addition to soft balancing, asymmetric strategies are another type of nontraditional balancing that is being employed to contest US primacy. When employed by states, asymmetric strategies mean the acquisition of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) capabilities. Regional powers – especially those on the US hit list like Iran and Saddam Hussein’s Iraq – cannot slug it out toe-to-toe against the US’ dominant high-tech conventional forces. Because they are threatened by the US, however, these states seek other methods of offsetting American power, and dissuading Washington from using its military muscle against them. WMD – especially the possession of nuclear weapons – is one way these states can level the strategic playing field and deter the US from attacking them. Terrorism is another asymmetric strategy – one employed by non-state actors like Al-Qaeda and similar jihadist groups – to resist US dominance. The use of asymmetric strategies to oppose American power – especially in the Middle East where US policy has an imperial dimension – illustrates the dictum that empires inevitably provoke resistance.
UQ – Balancing Inev

Prebalancing strategies are prevalent – makes hard balancing inevitable.
Layne 2006 [Christopher, Assoc. Prof. at the George HW Bush School of Gov’t and Public Service @ Texas A&M U, “The Unipolar Illusion Revisited: The Coming End of the United States’ Unipolar Moment,” International Security, volume 31, issue 2, pages 7-41]

The United States’ hegemonic grand strategy has been challenged by Waltzian balance of power realists who believe that the days of U.S. primacy are numbered and that other states have good reason to fear unbalanced U.S. power. 2More recently, other scholars have argued that, albeit in nontraditional forms, counterbalancing against the United States already is occurring. While many of these scholars favor primacy, they acknowledge that unless the United States wields its preponderant power with restraint, it could fall victim to a counterhegemonic backlash. One of the key questions in the scholarly debate is: What constitutes balancing? Those who cling to a traditional definition of balancing, and those who argue that there are new post–Cold War forms of balancing, disagree primarily on two issues: What are the instruments of a balancing strategy, and what motivations drive states to engage in counterhegemonic balancing? Primacists define balancing in hard-power terms. Balancing is about using military power, alliances, or both to stop a hegemon. Primacists claim that states balance against a hegemon because they are afraid of being conquered by it.  This traditional definition of balancing has been challenged by scholars who argue that unipolarity has given rise to new forms of balancing. Unlike states engaged in hard balancing, states that employ these new forms of balancing do not believe that the hegemon poses an existential threat, though it may pose a more subtle kind of threat. Hence, they are searching for strategies to restrain it peacefully and ameliorate the possibly harmful impact its preeminence may have on them. These new forms of balancing employ nonmilitary instruments of power. For example, “soft balancing” involves the use of diplomacy, international institutions, and international law to constrain and delegitimize the actions of a hegemonic United States.3“Economic prebalancing” occupies a middle ground between soft balancing and hard balancing. States that pursue economic prebalancing are trying to avoid the risks of engaging in a premature arm buildup aimed at the United States by concentrating first on closing the economic and technological gap between them and the United States. Successful economic prebalancing lays the foundation for hard balancing in the future.4 

UQ – Balancing Now ** [1/2]

Economic downturn produces soft balancing rivals in Europe and Asia and decline makes us too weak to resist.

Pape 2009 [Robert A., Prof. Poli. Sci. @ UChicago, "Empire Falls," in National Interest, January 22, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20484 | VP]
THE UNITED States has always prided itself on exceptionalism, and the U.S. downfall is indeed extraordinary. Something fundamental has changed. America’s relative decline since 2000 of some 30 percent represents a far greater loss of relative power in a shorter time than any power shift among European great powers from roughly the end of the Napoleonic Wars to World War II. It is one of the largest relative declines in modern history. Indeed, in size, it is clearly surpassed by only one other great-power decline, the unexpected internal collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991.

Most disturbing, whenever there are major changes in the balance of power, conflict routinely ensues. Examining the historical record reveals an important pattern: the states facing the largest declines in power compared to other major powers were apt to be the target of opportunistic aggression. And this is surely not the only possible danger from relative decline; states on the power wane also have a history of launching preventive wars to strengthen their positions. All of this suggests that major relative declines are often accompanied by highly dangerous international environments. So, these declines matter not just in terms of economics, but also because of their destabilizing consequences.

Tsarist Russia presents the first case in point. Compared to other great powers on the European continent, its power declined the most during the mid-nineteenth century. And, it became the target of opportunistic aggression by the state with the greatest rising power, Great Britain, during the Crimean War (1854–1856). Indeed, the consequences of Russia’s decline were not fully recognizable until the war itself. Though Russia was still a great power and the war cost Britain and France more than expected, Russia emerged the clear loser. Russia’s inability to defend the status quo in the Crimea confirmed its grand-strategic weaknesses, and ultimately left it worse-off than had it anticipated its vulnerabilities and sought to negotiate a reduction in its military commitments to the region peacefully. Considering that the Crimea conflict left Russia with fairly gaping wounds, and that even its slow 10 percent decline in relative power over twenty years left the country bruised and battered, one might wonder how our far more rapid descent might play out.

Meanwhile, similar destabilization occurred in the two decades before World War I and before World War II, when France and Great Britain were declining European powers. In both instances, France and Britain became targets of opportunistic aggression by one of the strongest rising powers in the region: Germany. And as a small cottage industry of scholarship suggests, Germany’s fairly modest relative declines compared to Russia prior to World War I and the Soviet Union prior to World War II encouraged German leaders to wage preventive wars. Again, these declines occurred as another power was concomitantly rising (Germany in the case of France and Britain, and Russia—later the Soviet Union—relative to Germany). Of course, this only served to increase the danger. But again, these rises and falls were less precipitous than America’s current losses, and our descent appears far trickier to navigate.

As we look to address our current fall from grace, lest we forget, the United States faced two major declines of its power during the cold war as well. Neither was without risk. The first occurred shortly after World War II, when the devastation of the Soviet, European and many Asian economies, combined with the increasingly productive American economy, left the United States with a far larger share of gross world product—41 percent in 1948—than it even possessed in the age of unipolar dominance beginning in 1991. As the war-torn economies recovered, U.S. share of world product fell 20 percent by 1961 while that of its main rival, the Soviet Union, grew by 167 percent. This relative American decline corresponds to the height of U.S.-Soviet cold-war rivalry in Europe and Asia. Eight of the nine U.S.-Soviet nuclear crises occurred from 1948–1962, all of which involved efforts by the Soviet Union or its allies to revise the political status quo in their favor7—that is, all could be reasonably interpreted as instances in which the United States or its allies became the targets of opportunistic aggression.

The second major U.S. relative decline occurred from 1970 to 1980, when the U.S. share of world product fell 27 percent. This decade brought with it challenges to America’s position in the world. This was especially true toward the end of the decade with the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and the Iranian Revolution, which collectively increased concern about Soviet dominance of Persian Gulf oil. However, the 1970s was mainly a period of “détente” between the cold-war protagonists, which corresponds to the fact that the shares of world product for both the United States and the Soviet Union were in decline. In other words, it is reasonable to think that America’s decline in the 1970s did not lead to more significant trouble for the United States because its main rival was descending even faster.

Clearly, major shifts in the balance of power in the international system often lead to instability and conflict. And America’s current predicament is far more severe. This time, our relative decline of 32 percent is accompanied, not by an even-steeper decline of our near-peer competitor, but rather by a 144 percent increase in China’s relative position. Further, 

UQ – Balancing Now ** [2/2]

the rapid spread of technology and technological breakthroughs means that one great discovery does not buoy an already-strong state to decades-long predominance. And with a rising China—with raw resources of population, landmass and increasing adoption of leading technology—a true peer competitor is looming. America’s current, rapid domestic economic decline is merely accelerating our own downfall.

The distinct quality of a system with only one superpower is that no other single state is powerful enough to balance against it. A true global hegemon is more powerful still—stronger than all second-ranked powers acting as members of a counterbalancing coalition seeking to contain the unipolar leader. By these standards, America’s relative decline is fundamentally changing international politics, and is fundamentally different from Russia circa 1850 and Great Britain circa 1910.

In current-U.S.-dollar terms—the preferred measure of the unipolar-dominance school—the United States has already fallen far from being a global hegemon and unipolarity itself is waning, since China will soon have as much economic potential to balance the United States as did the Soviet Union during the cold war.

At the beginning of the 1990s, the United States was indeed not only stronger than any other state individually, but its power relative to even the collective power of all other major states combined grew from 1990 to 2000. Although the growth was small, America almost reached the crucial threshold of 50 percent of major-power product necessary to become a true global hegemon. So it is understandable that we were lulled into a sense of security, believing we could do as we wished, whenever and wherever we wished. The instability and danger of the cold war quickly became a distant memory.

Near the time of the Iraq War, it would have required virtually every major power to actively oppose the United States in order to assemble a counterbalancing coalition that could approximate America’s potential power. Under the circumstances, hard, military balancing against the United States was not a serious possibility. So, it is not surprising that major powers opted for soft-balancing measures—relying on institutional, economic and diplomatic tools to oppose American military power. And yet we are beginning to see “the conflict of history” repeat itself.

Even with less relative power, in the run-up to the Iraq War, people grossly underrated the ability of Germany, France, Russia and China, along with important regional powers like Turkey, to soft balance against the United States; for instance, to use the United Nations to delay, complicate and ultimately deny the use of one-third of U.S. combat power (the Fourth Infantry Division) in the opening months of the Iraq War. This is not yet great-power war of the kind seen in centuries past, but it harkens the instability that future unilateral efforts may trigger.

The balance of world power circa 2008 and 2013 shows a disturbing trend. True, the United States remains stronger than any other state individually, but its power to stand up to the collective opposition of other major powers is falling precipitously. Though these worlds depict potential power, not active counterbalancing coalitions, and this type of alliance may never form, nonetheless, American relative power is declining to the point where even subsets of major powers acting in concert could produce sufficient military power to stand a reasonable chance of successfully opposing American military policies.

Indeed, if present trends continue to 2013 and beyond, China and Russia, along with any one of the other major powers, would have sufficient economic capacity to mount military opposition at least as serious as did the Soviet Union during the cold war. And it is worth remembering that the Soviet Union never had more than about half the world product of the United States, which China alone is likely to reach in the coming decade. The faults in the arguments of the unipolar-dominance school are being brought into sharp relief. The world is slowly coming into balance. Whether or not this will be another period of great-power transition coupled with an increasing risk of war will largely depend on how America can navigate its decline. Policy makers must act responsibly in this new era or risk international opposition that poses far greater costs and far greater dangers.

UQ – Balancing Now

Countervailing interests are abandoning bandwagoning – balancing strategies are inevitable.

Layne 2006 [Christopher, Assoc. Prof. at the George HW Bush School of Gov’t and Public Service @ Texas A&M U, “The Unipolar Illusion Revisited: The Coming End of the United States’ Unipolar Moment,” International Security, volume 31, issue 2, pages 7-41]

More balancing is occurring against the United States than U.S. primacists acknowledge. To understand why, it is necessary reconsider the definition of “balancing.” Although balancing is the most ubiquitous form of great power grand strategic behavior, identifying actions that qualify as balancing is not always easy.75As Randall Schweller points out, “Although arguably the most frequently used term in international politics, balancing remains an ambiguous concept.”76In a similar vein, Jack Levy observes that scholars disagree about how balancing behavior should be defined and the kinds of outcomes predicted by balance of power theory.77what is “balancing?”Fundamentally, balancing is a countervailing strategy.78 States balance when power is over concentrated, because power asymmetries put weaker states at risk of being dominated by the strongest one. In most of the literature, balancing refers to hard (i.e., military) balancing against an existential threat: that is, the danger that weaker states can be invaded and conquered by the stronger power.79 States try to preserve their territorial integrity either by deterring the stronger power or by defeating it if deterrence fails—through military build- ups (internal balancing) or through participation in counterhegemonic coalitions (i.e., external balancing), or in some instances, by doing both.80Given the nature of the threat posed by a rising hegemon, the tendency to define balancing as a military response to an existential threat is understandable. Doing so, however, fails to capture the geopolitical dynamics in the era of U.S. hegemony balancing in a unipolar world. The current unipolar distribution of power in the international system is un-precedented. For the first time since the Roman Empire at its zenith, the inter-national system is dominated by an extant hegemon. As discussed above, U.S .hegemony means that other states have incentives to bandwagon with the United States because they can benefit from its primacy. At the same time, be-cause of the United States’ overwhelming hard-power capabilities, other states find it difficult—and possibly dangerous—to engage in traditional counterbalancing (hard balancing) against the reigning hegemon. In a unipolar world, states must adapt to U.S. hegemony by finding balancing strategies that avoid direct military confrontation with the hegemon. Notwithstanding the paucity of hard balancing against the United States, other states have sought alternative methods of balancing against it, especially soft balancing. To date, these efforts have failed to create a new constellation of power in the international system. That unipolarity has not given way to a multipolar distribution of power, however, does not mean there has been an absence of balancing behavior by other states. It is important to differentiate between the intentions driving states’ strategies and the outcomes those policies produce. Balancing(which is behavior at the unit level), therefore, should not be coated with the actual attainment of balance (which is a systemic outcome).Precisely because counterbalancing against an actual hegemon is much more complex than balancing against a rising one, a reconsideration of the types of state strategies that should be categorized as balancing is needed. In particular, there is one form of counterbalancing that heretofore has been over-looked: leash-slipping. 

UQ – Yes Balancing

States will balance if the US becomes overtly expansionist, and they’re actively soft balancing in the status quo.

Walt 2009 [Stephen M., Prof. Int'l Relations @ Harvard U, "Alliances in a Unipolar World," in World Politics, Vol 61, No 1, January, MUSE | VP]
When will these different responses be chosen? As discussed above, hard balancing against the United States remains unlikely, partly for geopolitical reasons and partly because the United States, despite its worrisome emphasis on preemption and unilateralism, is not trying to conquer large swaths of the world and so does not pose an existential [End Page 114] threat to most countries. In the unlikely event that it did launch an allout imperial endeavor (or if the other major powers became convinced that it might), hard balancing would be the likely outcome. But so long as that danger is nonexistent or remote, other states will not want to incur the costs and risks entailed in hard balancing.

Instead, medium powers seeking to constrain particular U.S. initiatives through concerted action will rely on some form of soft balancing. We are likely to see soft balancing whenever the United States contemplates preventive war, for example, unless the object of such a policy was seen as equally threatening by the other major powers. Leash-slipping and other attempts to enhance autonomy are likely to occur when weaker states are concerned about the unipole’s ability to manage security problems effectively, and thus seeking a way to distance themselves from its initiatives. Thus, the UAE’s recent decision to allow France to establish a small military base on its territory can been seen as an effort to make its dependence on U.S. protection less overt in the wake of the U.S. debacle in Iraq and its counterproductive policy of confrontation with Iran. As Gulf expert Shahram Chubin put it: “Most of the states in the Gulf are not terribly happy (with)—but have no alternative to reliance on—the U.S., and this diversifies it, or at least gives the appearance of diversifying it.”73

States will opt for neutrality (1) when they face multiple threats that appear to pose equal dangers, (2) when they foresee no imminent threats at all, or (3) when they are simply trying to remain aloof (or inoffensive) in the face of great power competition. Apart from a few special cases, however (Switzerland comes to mind), true neutrality is likely to be rarer in unipolarity than in other system structures, if only because the unipole is likely to force others to declare their positions openly. President Bush’s post-9/11 statement that “either you are with us, or you are with the terrorists” illustrates the unipole’s aversion to neutrality on the part of others and its desire to force others to align with it or bear the full costs of opposition.

UQ – Yes Balancing – East Asia

East Asian economic and trade arrangements hold US strategic decisions hostage – they control our economic policy.

Bello 2008 [Walden, senior analyst at Phillipine think-tank Focus on the Global South, TNI fellow, Akbayan representative in the Filipino Congress, "Toward a new American isolationism," in Foreign Policy in Focus, September, http://www.tni.org/article/toward-new-american-isolationism | VP]
Erosion of U.S. Power in East Asia

Nevertheless, the region – and Southeast Asia in particular – is probably more independent of the United States today than at any other time in the last 60 years. Economics is the reason. Over the last two decades, several developments have eroded the U.S. position.

First of all, its drive to create the trans-Pacific free-trade area known as the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) failed. APEC was meant to be a westward extension of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), and both were intended to serve as a geo-economic counterweight to the European Union. Japan, China, and the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), fearing U.S. economic domination in the name of free trade, scuttled President Bill Clinton's trans-Pacific dream at the APEC Summit in Osaka in 1995. APEC summits continue to be held, but these are remembered more as times when heads of state don the host country's national costume than as occasions for serious economic decision-making.

Second, U.S. efforts to impose capital account and financial liberalization on the Asia Pacific economies as a key element of more thoroughgoing structural transformation backfired. Capital account liberalization led to the Asian financial crisis of 1997-1998. Instead of helping to shore up economies in crisis, Washington took advantage of the crisis to try to comprehensively transform the region's economies along neoliberal lines. As one of Clinton's economic lieutenants saw it, "Most of these countries are going through a dark and deep tunnel…But on the other end there is going to be a significantly different Asia in which American firms have achieved a much deeper market penetration, much greater access."

The outcome proved to be different. Malaysia imposed capital controls. The International Monetary Fund (IMF) was discredited, with the Thai government declaring its intention never to go back to the agency after paying off its loans in 2003 and the Indonesian government resolving to do the same thing in 2008. While Washington and the IMF were able to kill Japan's proposal for an Asian Monetary Fund (AMF) at the height of the crisis, the East Asian governments formed the "ASEAN Plus Three" financial mechanism that excludes the United States and is likely to be the precursor of a full-blown regional financial agency. Neoliberal transformation has stalled in Japan and most Southeast Asian countries, with possibly only South Korea continuing to travel along the free-market path desired by the United States.

Moreover, the Asian governments have built up massive foreign exchange reserves to protect themselves against future speculative crises provoked by the movements of global finance capital led by U.S. funds. And the United States has become dependent on these Asian reserves for funds to prop up its massive military expenditures and the middle-class spending that for a long time served as an artificial barrier against recession. With the unraveling of American financial institutions, the onset of recession, and the depreciation of the dollar, the U.S. economy has become hostage to these countries' decisions to continue to lend to Washington and Wall Street.

In a third development not positive for the United States, the region has become increasingly dependent on the red-hot Chinese economic locomotive. According to a United Nations report, China has been a "major engine of growth for most of the economies in the region. The country's imports accelerated even more than its exports, with a large proportion coming from the rest of Asia." In fact, this Chinese demand pulled the Asia Pacific economies from the recession caused by the Asian financial crisis. China has not only surpassed the United States to become Japan's main trading partner but Chinese demand has helped keep the world's second-largest economy from falling back into recession.

Conscious of its economic clout, China has moved to consolidate its position as East Asia's new economic center via smart economic diplomacy. In 2002, it convinced the ASEAN governments to create the ASEAN-China Free Trade Area that is scheduled to come into effect in 2010. Japan has tried to catch up by offering ASEAN countries "economic partnership agreements." Meanwhile, talks on a U.S.-Thailand free trade area have been frozen by popular opposition to Washington's strident championing of the so-called intellectual property rights of its corporations. All in all, the biggest beneficiary of the Bush administration's imperial and corporate misadventures over the last decade has been China, which has kept itself from military entanglements and devoted itself single-mindedly to economic development.

UQ – Yes Balancing – China

China is accelerating its bandwagoning campaign – increased economic output makes hard balancing probable in the future.
Bello 2008 [Walden, senior analyst at Phillipine think-tank Focus on the Global South, TNI fellow, Akbayan representative in the Filipino Congress, "Toward a new American isolationism," in Foreign Policy in Focus, September, http://www.tni.org/article/toward-new-american-isolationism | VP]
Challenges Posed by China's Ascent

The rise of China poses a number of fundamental challenges to different key actors in East Asia.

For Japan, the key challenge is to move from being the springboard for U.S. power projection in the region to a mature relationship with China. A definitive acceptance of responsibility on the part of the Japanese people and their leaders for the atrocities committed by Japanese troops during World War II, including the infamous Nanjing Massacre, is an indispensable step in this move toward a mature relationship between Asia's leading economic powers.

For Southeast Asia, the challenge is how to avoid becoming an appendage of the Chinese economy. Chinese demand was, as mentioned earlier, an immense force lifting Southeast Asia's economies from the depths of the Asian financial crisis. However, China's developing trade and investment relations with ASEAN also include some unpleasant aspects, for instance the experience of Thai vegetable and fruit producers under an "early harvest" free trade arrangement with China earlier this decade. Under the agreement, Thailand expected to export tropical fruits to China while eliminating tariffs on imports of winter fruits from China. The expectations of mutual benefit evaporated after a few months, however, as massive imports from China wiped out Thai producers of many fruits and vegetables such as garlic and red onions.

But the fears of many in Southeast Asia go beyond lopsided trade agreements with China. With land and energy relatively scarce in China, Beijing has encouraged Chinese enterprises to seek deals to mine minerals and grow crops in Southeast Asian countries for exclusive export to the China market. For example, in a deal with the Philippines, the Chinese Fuhua Group plans to invest $3.83 billion over five to seven years to develop 1 million hectares of land to grow high-yielding strains of corn, rice, and sorghum. The Philippine government is currently identifying "idle lands" that can be incorporated into these Chinese plantations. This in a country where seven out of 10 farmers are landless.

Some have been quick to call China's international economic policies "imperialistic." However, exploitative relations between China and other developing countries have not acquired an imperial structure and lack the element of force and coercion that accompanied the imposition of European and American economic power on weaker societies.

Nevertheless, Southeast Asian governments need to balance their spontaneous feelings of South-South solidarity with cool-headed realism. Countries like China, Brazil, and India are led by developmentalist elites that are seeking to find their place in a new global capitalist order marked by the loosening of the economic hegemony of the old capitalist centers, that is, Japan, the United States, and the European Union. The pursuit of national economic interest, not regional cooperation for development, is the central concern of these elites. The intention of China, India, and Brazil in promoting trade and investment agreements with smaller countries or courting them to join regional economic formations is to advance their own regional and global aims.

However, this does not mean that a trade agreement and regional economic formation linking China and ASEAN should be avoided at all costs. Rather, ASEAN governments must enter talks with China with eyes wide open and negotiate collectively, not as 10 separate governments. They must make it clear to China that they don't desire a trade agreement based on free trade–such as the arrangements that the U.S., EU, and Japan are pushing on them – but one in which the net benefits of the arrangement accrue to them, not China. Although China's relationship with Southeast Asia is not exploitative, the negotiation of economic relationships between Beijing and its neighbors could replicate the old structural patterns marking the relations between Southeast Asia and Europe, the United States, and Japan – unless considerations of equity are front and center.
UQ – Yes Balancing – China

China is tired of subservience to the US – nationalism is prompting increased balancing efforts.
Seng 2002 [Tan See, Asst. Prof. Int'l Studies @ Institute of Defence and Strategic Studies - Nanyang Technological University, "Great power politics in contemporary East Asia : negotiating multipolarity or hegemony?" RSIS Working Papers; 27/02, DR-NTU | VP]
Today, no one contests the notion that China is a rising power, and for good reason. Since opening its doors in 1978 and embarking on its four modernizations, China, first under Deng Xiaoping and now Jiang Zemin, has worked hard to “save the social revolution,” so to speak, by way of a reconciliation with a decidedly capitalist mode of production and consumption. Put differently, China has benefited immensely through its participation in a global economic system largely underwritten by the US. In short, China, as Van Ness has put it, is a strategic dependent of the US, rather than a revisionist power seeking to revise the existing rules of the international system under which it has gained so much.36 As such, the status quo has been good for China. Contrary to the Bush Administration’s view of China as a non-status quo power with revisionist intentions, China has sought, for the most part, to play by the rules that have served its agenda well.

But US concerns over alleged Chinese ambitions are not totally off-kilter, however. China rankles in its dependent role – a dissatisfaction that has become more apparent today in the light of strong nationalist pride that serves, for all intents and purposes, as the ideological glue holding the Chinese together in lieu of the now bankrupt Marxist-Leninist-Maoist ideology. Historical affiliations once denied by red bookcarrying Maoists in the disastrous period known as the Cultural Revolution now rekindle Chinese imaginations seeking to reconnect with the glories of their Middle Kingdom past.37 Add to this the painful memory of Chinese humiliation at the hands of Western powers and Japan during the 19th and early 20th centuries, and what emerges is a powerful contemporary reaction to the fear that the US is committed to opposing China's rise to power.

As such, against American protestations that missile defence is essentially a defensive system that will, in effect, stabilize the East Asian region, the Chinese understandably see missile defence, among other things, as an instrumental means to deny China its “rightful” place among the world’s great powers. Beijing therefore sees US-led alliances as the means to encircle – i.e. “engage” or “congage” – China. Further, China sees American intervention in Taiwan as a bald-faced attempt by the former to interfere with a so-called “family concern,” an in-house matter. From Beijing's vantage (in rhetoric at least), two “alleged points of contention”38 are notable: first, the potential direct provision by the US to Taiwan of MD systems and related paraphernalia; second, the potential incorporation of Taiwan into the US-Japan protection umbrella.39

Fundamentally, MD, as a contemporary expression of the doctrine and policy of extended deterrence, constitutes a significant strategic problem for the Chinese if the deterrence umbrella is expanded to cover Taiwan. Strategic deterrence theory, culminating in the doctrine of Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD), is predicated upon what Henry Kissinger once called “the balance of terror.” In this respect, an effective missile defence system would destabilize the entire structure of strategic deterrence, MAD, and arms control.40 The logic of destabilization, understood in this context, is simple. If State A fears that State B is building a missile defence system that can effectively neutralize State A's nuclear arsenal, State A might be compelled to launch a pre-emptive nuclear strike against State B. At issue here is Beijing's concern that MD would effectively neutralize China's second-strike capability.

Ultimately, as David Shambaugh has noted, Taiwan is a “hot-buttoned issue” as far as Beijing is concerned. In contrast to China's readiness to compromise, say, in the US spy plane incident, Taiwan is an entirely different matter altogether. In the words of one Chinese analyst, “China has no room whatsoever for any compromise on this issue [i.e. Taiwan]. This is a red hot line. Untouchable.”41
UQ – Yes Balancing – China
China is overtaking our economic output – declining growth rates strengthens their soft balancing efforts.

Nexon 2009 [Daniel H., Asst. Prof. Dept. Gov't. and the School of Foreign Service @ Georgetown U, "The Balance of Power in the Balance," Vol 61, No 2, April, MUSE | VP]
The sustenance of U.S. hegemony over time, however, requires that the United States maintain a steady rate of economic growth and certainly one that is superior to the secular growth rate of its competitors. The emphasis on secular growth rates is important to preclude any facile extrapolations between the currently high growth rates of developing countries like China and the lower growth rates of mature economies like the United States. Thus, as the Chinese economy develops over time, it is reasonable to expect that the iron constraints of diminishing returns will depress its currently high rates of growth. Consequently, the prospects facing the United States and China—or any other state—is best judged not by a comparison of current growth rates but rather by a more sophisticated assessment of their secular growth trends that takes into account multiple factors such as capital accumulation, labor force growth, and technological change.

The task of reinvigorating U.S. power is, therefore, driven by the necessity of doing whatever it takes to maintain the highest possible growth rates over the long term. This objective has acquired some urgency for two reasons. In all likelihood, the international system appears to be in the early stages of a new long cycle in international politics, one that, though characterized by the unchallenged dominance of the United States, is also likely to see the rise of new competitors such as China over the distant horizon.15 Further, the emerging reality of globalization, coupled with the information technology revolution, suggests that the United States as well as the global economy may be on the cusp of a dramatic transformation where new forces that enable growth and productivity will confront the older entropic challenges of natural resource depletion and environmental decay. If the United States is to successfully dominate this emerging long cycle in international politics, its economic system will have to maintain the capacity for the highest secular rates of growth possible with minimum negative externalities relative to its peers. Bush’s successors will be faced with the challenge of making the necessary course corrections required to set the U.S. economy on such a path given the burdens imposed by the ongoing wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, rising raw materials and energy costs, and the serious national budget deficits as well as the negative balance of payments.

UQ – Yes Balancing – China
Hultgren 2009 [Jennifer, US Army War College - MA Strategic Studies - Dept of the Army Civilian, "U.S. Hegemony in a Globalized World," March 25, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA497531]
China’s reaction to globalization and modernity and its trajectory toward or away from liberalism is less clear. China has largely embraced capitalism while functioning under a communist political structure that is criticized for extensive human rights abuses and political oppression. The economic liberalization which China is undergoing reflects a deepening interdependence with the outside world. As of 2004, China is third largest trading partner, with a total volume of foreign trade greater than $1000 billion; the Chinese government expects foreign direct investment to exceed $100 billion annually through 2010.17 Globalization is penetrating China in other ways. Grass-roots movements are demanding democracy, freedom, and human rights. Chinese intellectuals are calling for an end to state-run news programs, and petitions are circulating demanding an end to one-party rule, the establishment of an independent judiciary, elections, and freedom of expression.18 State governments and international organizations have expressed significant concern over human rights abuses in China and the government’s ruthless oppression of dissident political groups, religious groups such as the Falun Gong, and ethnic minorities in Tibet and the Xinjiang-Uighur Autonomous Regions. The Chinese government appears to understand that political reform is necessary, but is uncertain what form it should take, e.g., Western-style participatory democracies, or benign authoritarianism similar to Singapore’s. Continued economic growth and internal stability are the main concerns of the Chinese government. China’s leaders insist they are engaging in a quite rise that is nonthreatening, but the industrial and economic power of China could cause a realignment of power relationships not just regionally, but globally.

UQ – Yes Balancing – Russia

Russia is determined to assert its influence – economic growth and disparate strategic interests strengthens its balancing resolve.
Nexon 2009 [Daniel H., Asst. Prof. Dept. Gov't. and the School of Foreign Service @ Georgetown U, "The Balance of Power in the Balance," Vol 61, No 2, April, MUSE | VP]
Eugene Rumer’s chapter assesses the challenges posed to the United States by Russian resurgence in Asia. Almost given up for dead, Russia has staged a comeback of sorts in international politics largely on the strength of rising commodity and energy prices. This revival, however, is far more fragile than Moscow’s blustering might suggest because Russia confronts serious and still unresolved problems relating to demography, infrastructure, the industrial base, and military capability. In comparison to China, for example, Russia’s trajectory could not be more sharply in contrast. These facts notwithstanding, the Russian recuperation has resulted in a new determination by Moscow to assert its influence along its periphery and in Europe more generally. This intention obviously collides with the U.S. and Western European commitment to expand the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) further, with the resulting conflict exacerbating other disagreements over Iran, energy and pipelines issues, and the direction of Russian domestic politics. Because the United States and Russia still share important common interests—including those related to nuclear stability, managing the rise of China, and controlling Iran’s nuclear ambitions—Rumer convincingly argues that Washington ought to stay engaged with Russia, despite all the frustrations. The United States certainly does not enjoy the luxury of ignoring Russia and there is good reason to believe that U.S.-Russian relations can be much better than they currently are. In an effort to achieve such an improvement, Rumer advances the sensible idea that the issue of NATO enlargement—one of the biggest thorns in the bilateral relationship—warrants major reassessment not with the intent of reversing the current policy but to re-evaluate the priority assigned to NATO enlargement in U.S. policy. A similar argument could be made with respect to democratization in Russia. As Henry Kissinger has argued so cogently, at a time when Russia itself is struggling with new arrangements of governance, an “assertive intrusion into what Russians consider their own sense of self runs the risk of thwarting both geopolitical and moral goals.”28

UQ – No Balancing – Middle Powers

Unipolarity disincentivizes middle power-balancing.

Ikenberry, Mastanduno, and Wohlforth 2009 [G. John, Prof. Politics and Int'l Affairs @ Princeton U, Michael, Prof. Gov't and Assoc. Dean Social Sciences @ Dartmouth College, and William C., Prof. Gov't @ Dartmouth College, "Unipolarity, State Behavior, and Systemic Consequences," in World Politics, Vol 61, No 1, January, MUSE | VP]
Articles in this special issue argue that the shift from bipolarity to unipolarity may not be an unambiguous benefit for the unipole’s ability to wield influence. On the contrary, a unipolar state may face the paradoxical situation of being simultaneously more capable and more constrained. Two distinct theoretical logics suggest that a unipole might enjoy less power to shape the international system than a superpower in [End Page 15] bipolarity. First is the logic of balancing, alliance, and opposition, discussed in the contributions by Stephen Walt and Mastanduno. The increased concentration of capabilities in the unipole may elicit increased opposition from other states—in the form of either traditional counterbalancing or subtler soft balancing. Even if such resistance falls short of offering a real counterweight, it may materially hamstring the unipole’s ability to exercise influence. As Walt argues, the structural shift to unipolarity removed one of the major motivations for the middle-ranked great powers to defer to the United States. Mastanduno offers a similar argument: the collapse of a unifying central threat signifies that in this post–cold war era the United States has less control over adjustment struggles with its principal economic partners, because it can no longer leverage their security dependence to dictate international economic outcomes. Globalization reinforces this U.S. predicament by expanding the number of relevant players in the world economy and by offering them alternatives to economic reliance on the United States. While under bipolarity the propensity of other middle powers to defer to the United States was structurally favored, under unipolarity the opposite may obtain. Even if observable balancing behavior reminiscent of bipolarity or multipolarity never occurs, a structurally induced tendency of the middle-ranked great powers to withhold cooperation may sap the unipole’s effective power.

UQ – Yes Balancing – AT: Brooks and Wohlforth

Brooks and Wohlforth are wrong – their calculation relies on short-sighted interpretation of data.

Layne 2009 [Christopher, Assoc. Prof. George HW Bush School of Gov't and Public Service @ Texas A&M U, research fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty @ the Independent Institute, “US Hegemony in a Unipolar World: Here to Stay or Sic Transit Gloria?” in International Studies Review (2009), Vol 11, Iss 4, pp. 784-787 | VP]

World Out of Balance demolishes the respective liberal IR theory, institutionalist, and constructivist contentions about systemic constraints on US hegemony. However, Brooks and Wohlforth's central claim—that unipolarity and concomitant US hegemony will last for a long time—fails to persuade. Indeed, there is a lot less to their argument for unipolar stability than meets the eye.1 Their case is based on a freeze-frame view of the distribution of capabilities in the international system that does not engage the argument that, like all hegemonic systems, the American era of unipolarity contains the seeds of its own demise both because, over time, a hegemon's economic leadership is undermined by the diffusion of know-how, technology, and managerial skills throughout the international system (which propels the rise of new poles of power), and leadership costs sap the hegemon's power pushing it into decline (Gilpin 1981; Kennedy 1987; Goldstein 1988; Modelski and Thompson 1996).

Contrary to the argument in World Out of Balance, a strong case can be made that the early twenty-first century will witness the decline of US hegemony. Indeed, notwithstanding their claim that unipolarity is robust and US hegemony will endure well into the future, Brooks and Wohlforth actually concede that unipolarity is not likely to last more than another 20 years, which really is not very long at all (pp. 17, 218). This is a weak case for unipolarity, and also is an implicit admission that other states in fact are engaged in counterbalancing the United States and that this is spurring an on-going process of multipolarization.2

The ascent of new great powers would be the strongest evidence of multipolarization, and the two most important indicators of whether this is happening are relative growth rates and shares of world GDP (Gilpin 1981; Kennedy 1987). Here, there is evidence that global economic power is flowing from the United States and Europe to Asia (Emmott 2008; Mahbubani 2008; National Intelligence Council 2008; Zakaria 2008). The shift of economic clout to East Asia is important because it is propelling China's rise (Goldstein 2005; Gill 2007; Lampton 2008; Ross and Feng 2008)—thus hastening the relative decline of US power.
UQ – Yes Balancing – AT: Brooks and Wohlforth

Brooks and Wohlforth ignore rapid rate of China growth and increasing economic multilateralism.
Layne 2009 [Christopher, Assoc. Prof. George HW Bush School of Gov't and Public Service @ Texas A&M U, research fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty @ the Independent Institute, “US Hegemony in a Unipolar World: Here to Stay or Sic Transit Gloria?” in International Studies Review (2009), Vol 11, Iss 4, pp. 784-787 | VP]

Unsurprisingly, Brooks and Wohlforth are skeptical about China's rise, and they dismiss the idea that China could become a viable counterweight to a hegemonic United States within any meaningful time frame (pp. 40–45) Theirs is a static analysis, however, and does not reflect that although the United States still has an impressive lead in the categories they measure, the trend lines appear to favor China, which already has overtaken the United States as the world's leading manufacturer—a crown the United States held for more than a century (Marsh 2008; Dyer 2009).3 China also may overtake the United States in GDP in the next ten to 15 years. Empirically, then, there are indications that the unipolar era is in the process of drawing to a close, and that the coming decades could witness a power transition (Kugler and Lemke 1996; : Organski and Kugler 1980; Organski 1968).

Brooks and Wohlforth also maintain that unipolarity affords the United States a 20-year window of opportunity to recast the international system in ways that will bolster the legitimacy of its power and advance its security interests (pp. 216–218). Ironically, however, institutional reform is the arena where multipolarization's effects already are being felt because—as was apparent during the run-up to the April 2009 London meeting of the Group of 20—the impetus for change is coming from China and the other emerging powers. Here, there is a big flaw in Brooks and Wohlforth's argument: if they perceive that the United States is in decline, rising powers such as China need to wait only a decade or two to reshape the international system themselves. Moreover, because of the perception that its hard power is declining, and the hit its soft power has taken as a result of the financial and economic meltdown, there is a real question about whether the United States retains the credibility and legitimacy to take the lead in institutional reform.
UQ – Collapse Inev

Collapse is inevitable – regional powers are filling in.

Feffer 2009 [John, co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus, “US Hegemony Slips into History,” Asia Times, September 12, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/KI12Ak01.html]

The end of the Cold War ushered in a new period of unipolar American power. In this country, liberals and conservatives alike celebrated the triumph of market democracies under the leadership of the United States. The Bill Clinton administration attempted to consolidate America's geoeconomic power. The George W Bush administration attempted to consolidate America's military and geopolitical power. 
And today, the Barack Obama administration surveys the wreckage of these efforts to preserve a unipolar world. The global economy is in deep recession and the United States is drowning under the costs of maintaining its post-Cold War empire. Thechaos in Iraq and Afghanistan stands testament to the failures of our military pretensions. 
Terence Edward Paupp, in his new book The Future of Global Relations, traces the downward trajectory of US power and forecasts a very different future for the international community. In the first half of his book, which tackles international relations theory as well as real-world examples, Paupp describes the decline of US hegemony. The US has persuaded other countries to do its bidding not so much through naked imperial force as through the indirect application ofeconomic, political and military force. Our friends and allies, in other words, believe that they are acting in their own interests when they support the US. Moreover, by setting the terms of the global economy and by maintaining the largest military in the world, the US can exert control over countries with which it has only the barest of relations. 
The American hegemon, Paupp argues, has been losing its legitimacy - and thus its power - for some time. The crisis in casino capitalism, the inability of the US military to subdue the Taliban in Afghanistan and insurgents in Iraq and the declining legitimacy of the institutions (International Monetary Fund, World Trade Organization) through which the US has exerted hegemonic power have all contributed to a hollowing out of unipolarism (in much the same way that outsourcing has eroded US manufacturing). 
Rising regions are Paupp's key to the future. Regional economic organizations (such as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations - ASEAN), regional security organizations (such as the Shanghai Cooperation Organization), hybrid regional formations (such as the European Union), and regional powers such as China, India, and Brazil have all challenged Washington's preeminence. "As American hegemony declines," he writes, "there shall be a corresponding rise in South-South regional alliances that will constitute, de facto, a new counter-hegemonic alliance against the US Global Empire." 
This is not a new thesis, as Paupp himself admits. The Bandung conference that launched the Non-Aligned Movement in 1955 and the efforts of the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) in the 1970s to launch a NewInternational Economic Order both articulated a future of South-South cooperation. Two principal factors distinguish the current era, however. For one, human rights movements around the world have constrained the actions of rights-abusing states, both within their borders and transnationally. And second, social movements have become a powerful participant in international affairs, with efforts like the World Social Forum applying the state-centric concepts of Bandung and UNCTAD at a grassroots level. 
Don't expect an easy transition to this new world of rising regions, Paupp warns. Hegemons do not enthusiastically give up their privileges. And the experience of the Non-Aligned Movement, UNCTAD, and even the World Social Forum suggests that the future may well be just as contentious as the Pax Americana of the Cold War period. 
UQ – Collapse Inev – Economy/GDP

Pape 2009 [Robert A., Prof. Poli. Sci. @ UChicago, "Empire Falls," in National Interest, January 22, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20484 | VP]
FROM ROME, Imperial China, Venice, Spain, France, Great Britain and the Soviet Union to the United States today, the rise and fall of great nations has been driven primarily by relative economic strength. As Paul Kennedy so ably describes in his classic The Rise and Fall of Great Powers, the more international commitments a state has, the more its power matters and hence the more relative economic strength it needs.

Although scholars have long debated its nuances, the basic definition of power in international politics is simple: power is the aggregate resources a state has at its disposal to achieve its aims, the most important of which are to defend its national interests, both at home and abroad.1 But it is not only how much power a state has that matters. It is also how much power a state has relative to other states. This is true in any rough-and-tumble environment. A Ford Explorer is a powerful vehicle—unless it collides with a Mack Truck. In international politics, power does not ensure success. But, power certainly helps.

At any given moment, U.S. power is heavily dependent on the size and quality of its military forces and other current power assets. A successful grand strategy, however, must work for the long haul and so depends on the power a state is able to produce in the future.

Over time, America’s power is fundamentally a result of its economic strength. Productive capacity—defined by indicators such as wealth, technology and population size—is a prerequisite for building and modernizing military forces. The United States, like any state, may choose to vary the degree to which its productive capacities are used to create military assets. But it is the economy as a whole that constrains the choice. And the size of the economy relative to potential rivals ultimately determines the limits of power in international politics. Major assessments of this relative position have long turned heavily on a single statistic: America’s share of world economic product.

Advocates of extending America’s unipolar dominance are well aware of the central importance of the economic foundations of American power and routinely present detailed statistics on the U.S. share of world product. The basic notion is simple: take U.S. domestic product in any year and divide it by the aggregate total of the gross domestic product of all states in the world. To measure gross domestic product, the unipolar-dominance school prefers to compare every country’s output in current-year U.S. dollars, a method that tends to show America is much further ahead of other countries than alternative measures. Indeed, the most recent call for America to exploit its hegemonic position (published in 2008) rests on the presumption of U.S. dominance based on the current-year dollar figures.2 By this metric, in 2006 the United States had 28 percent of world product while its nearest most likely competitor, China, had 6 percent. Looks pretty good for America, right?

Alas, single-year “snapshots” of America’s relative power are of limited value for assessing the sustainability of its grand strategy over many years. For grand-strategic concerns—especially how well the United States can balance its resources and foreign-policy commitments—the trajectory of American power compared to other states is of seminal importance.

For the sake of argument, let us start with the unipolar-dominance school’s preferred measure of American hegemony, but look at the trajectory of the data over time. According to GDP figures in current U.S. dollars from the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the United States increased its share of world production during the 1990s, reached its apogee in 2000, and then began to steadily lose ground during the eight years of the Bush administration, with its relative power ultimately falling by nearly a quarter in the first decade of the twenty-first century. At the same time, the relative power of China, the state many consider America’s most likely future rival, has grown consistently. If we look out as far as the IMF can see (2013), things get even worse—with the United States expected to continue declining and China to continue rising. The United States has been going through the first decade of the twenty-first century not stronger than before, but substantially weaker.

How good are the numbers? Economists commonly use two other methods to calculate GDP, constant-dollar calculations and purchasing power parity.3 Although each offers advantages and disadvantages, for our purposes what matters is that they form a lower bound of America’s relative decline. And regardless of the metric, the trend is the same. Again using IMF figures, Table 2 shows the trajectory of the share of world product for the United States and China using both alternative measures.

Simply put, the United States is now a declining power. This new reality has tremendous implications for the future of American grand strategy.

THE EROSION of the underpinnings of U.S. power is the result of uneven rates of economic growth between America, China and other states in the world. Despite all the pro-economy talk from the Bush administration, the fact is that since 2000, U.S. growth rates are down almost 50 percent from the Clinton years. This trajectory is almost sure to be revised further downward as the consequences of the financial crisis in fall 2008 become manifest.

As Table 3 shows, over the past two decades, the average rate of U.S. growth has fallen considerably, from nearly 4 percent annually during the Clinton years to just over 2 percent per year under Bush. At the same time, China has sustained a consistently high rate of growth of 10 percent per year—a truly stunning performance. Russia has also turned its economic trajectory around, from year after year of losses in the 1990s to significant annual gains since 2000.

Worse, America’s decline was well under way before the economic downturn, which is likely to only further weaken U.S. power. As the most recent growth estimates (November 2008) by the IMF make clear, although all major countries are suffering economically, China and Russia are expected to continue growing at a substantially greater rate than the United States.

UQ – Collapse Inev – Economy/Competitiveness

Pape 2009 [Robert A., Prof. Poli. Sci. @ UChicago, "Empire Falls," in National Interest, January 22, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20484 | VP]
True, the United States has not lost its position as the most innovative country in the world, with more patents each year than in all other countries combined. However, the ability to diffuse new technology—to turn chalkboard ideas into mass-produced applications—has been spreading rapidly across many parts of the globe, and with it the ultimate sources of state power—productive capacities.

America is losing its overwhelming technological dominance in the leading industries of the knowledge economy. In past eras—the “age of iron” and the “age of steel”—leading states retained their technological advantages for many decades.4 As Fareed Zakaria describes in his recent book, The Post-American World, technology and knowledge diffuse more quickly today, and their rapid global diffusion is a profound factor driving down America’s power compared to other countries. For instance, although the United States remains well ahead of China on many indicators of leading technology on a per capita basis, this grossly under-weights the size of the knowledge economy in China compared to America. Whereas in 2000, the United States had three times the computer sales, five times the internet users and forty times the broadband subscribers as China, in 2008, the Chinese have caught or nearly caught up with Americans in every category in the aggregate.5 The fact that the United States remains ahead of China on a per capita basis does matter—it means that China, with more than four times the U.S. population, can create many more knowledge workers in the future.

So, how much is U.S. decline due to the global diffusion of technology, U.S. economic weaknesses under Bush or China’s superior economic performance?

Although precise answers are not possible, one can gain a rough weighting of the factors behind America’s shrinking share of world production by asking a few simple counterfactual questions of the data. What would happen if we assumed that the United States grew during the Bush years at the same rate as during Clinton’s? What would have happened had the world continued on its same trajectory, but we assume China did not grow at such an astounding rate? Of course, these are merely thought experiments, which leave out all manner of technical problems like “interaction effects.” Still, these back-of-the-envelope approximations serve as useful starting points.

The answers are pretty straightforward. Had the American economy grown at the (Clinton) rate of 3.7 percent per year from 2000 to 2008 instead of the (Bush) rate of 2.2 percent, the United States would have had a bigger economy in absolute terms and would have lost less power relative to others. Assuming the rest of the world continued at its actual rate of growth, America’s share of world product in 2008 would have risen to 25.2 percent instead of its actual 23.1 percent.6 When compared to the share of gross world product lost by the United States from 2000 to 2008—7.7 percent—the assumed marginal gain of 2.1 percent of world product amounts to some 27 percent of the U.S. decline.

How much does China matter? Imagine the extreme case—that China had not grown, and the United States and the rest of the world continued along their actual path of economic growth since 2000. If so, America’s share of world product in 2008 would be 24.3 percent, or 1.2 percent more than today. When compared to the share of world product lost by the United States from 2000 to 2008—7.7 percent—the assumed marginal gain of 1.2 percent of world product accounts for about 15 percent of the U.S. decline.

These estimates suggest that roughly a quarter of America’s relative decline is due to U.S. economic weaknesses (spending on the Iraq War, tax cuts, current-account deficits, etc.), a sixth to China’s superior performance and just over half to the spread of technology to the rest of the world. In other words, self-inflicted wounds of the Bush years significantly exacerbated America’s decline, both by making the decline steeper and faster and crowding out productive investment that could have stimulated innovation to improve matters.

All of this has led to one of the most significant declines of any state since the mid-nineteenth century. And when one examines past declines and their consequences, it becomes clear both that the U.S. fall is remarkable and that dangerous instability in the international system may lie ahead. If we end up believing in the wishful thinking of unipolar dominance forever, the costs could be far higher than a simple percentage drop in share of world product.

UQ – Collapse Inev – Balancing

Nexon 2009 [Daniel H., Asst. Prof. Dept. Gov't. and the School of Foreign Service @ Georgetown U, "The Balance of Power in the Balance," Vol 61, No 2, April, MUSE | VP]
Waltz’s variant of balance of power theory occupies a somewhat ambiguous position on this continuum. Waltz sometimes describes his argument in ways that locate it as a rather strong variant of balance of power theory. Consider Waltz’s claim that the present unipolar system is unlikely to last and that we are seeing the early phases of an “all-but-inevitable movement from unipolarity to multipolarity.”19 At the same time, Waltz insists that international structures and their associated mechanisms merely “shape and shove” units in the direction of balance of power dynamics.20 International structural mechanisms provide only a partial explanation for the specific foreign policies pursued by states; they account for why, “through all the changes of boundaries, of social, economic, and political form, of economic and military activity, [End Page 337] the substance and style of international politics remain strikingly constant.”21

Waltz, therefore, presents a moderately strong balance of power theory, one that allows actors to choose to ignore structural imperatives but that nonetheless expects a tendency toward systemic balances of power. 22 Thus, attempts to discredit the theory on the grounds that many realists invoke unit-level factors—such as domestic political structures, economic arrangements, and governing ideologies—to explain specific outcomes rest on a misreading of Waltz.23 Structural realism is, at least in broad strokes, consistent with the neoclassical realist “middle ground between pure structural theorists” and those that deny the importance of international structures in influencing outcomes.24

UQ – No Bandwagoning

Walt 2009 [Stephen M., Prof. Int'l Relations @ Harvard U, "Alliances in a Unipolar World," in World Politics, Vol 61, No 1, January, MUSE | VP]
Bandwagoning occurs when a state chooses to align with the strongest or most threatening state it faces. It is essentially a form of appeasement: by bandwagoning, threatened states seek to convince the dominant power to leave them alone.57 Bandwagoning behavior has been historically rare and has generally been confined to very weak and isolated states. The reason is simple: the decision to bandwagon requires the weaker side to put its fate in the hands of a more powerful state whom it suspects (usually with good reason) of harboring hostile intentions. By bandwagoning with the main source of danger, a threatened state accepts greater vulnerability in the hope that the dominant power’s appetites are sated or diverted.

Wohlforth suggests that bandwagoning will be more common in unipolarity, both because it is harder to balance against the unipole and because the unipole is in a better position to punish opponents and reward clients.58 This view has been echoed by neoconservatives [End Page 108] and other hard-liners in the United States, who predicted that various states would bandwagon once the United States demonstrated its power and resolve by conquering Iraq.59 To date, however, examples of genuine bandwagoning—that is, pro-U.S. alignments induced primarily by fear—are difficult to find. The United States gave convincing demonstrations of its military dominance on several occasions between 1990 and 2003, yet the targets of subsequent U.S. threats—Iraq, North Korea, Serbia, and, to a lesser extent, Syria, China, and Iran—were not visibly cowed by these actions. For example, the stunning U.S. victory over Iraq in 1991 did not convince Saddam Hussein to kowtow to the United States and did not make leaders like Slobodan Milosevic or Hafez el-Assad more compliant with U.S. preferences. Similarly, Saddam’s ouster in 2003 did not trigger the wave of pro-American shifts that advocates of the war had forecast. Although a number of neighboring countries muted their anti-American rhetoric temporarily, there are few unambiguous instances where states abandoned well-established policy positions because they feared U.S. pressure.60 Desert Storm, the Kosovo War, the ouster of the Taliban, and Operation Iraqi Freedom all demonstrated that the United States had unmatched military power—as if anyone had real doubts—but these actions did not provoke a wave of realignments toward the United States.

True bandwagoning will be rare—even in unipolarity—because it requires weak states to place their trust in a stronger power with which they have significant conflicts of interest and which is probably directing latent or overt threats at them. In general, bandwagoning is most likely to occur when a weak state believes that aligning with the dominant power will eliminate or deflect the threat and thereby advance [End Page 109] its main interests. Yet such circumstances will be rare, because serious military threats generally do not arise unless conflicts of interest are pronounced and compromise is therefore elusive. Put differently, if the conflict of interest were small and if it were easy for a weaker power to adjust its policies, the stronger power would not have to resort to overt threats in order to induce compliance. Overt threats arise when the clash of interests is more substantial and when regimes whose interests are sharply at odds with those of the United States are unlikely to abandon their core goals, even if they may occasionally back down over minor issues.

Libya’s decision to abandon its anti-Western position and give up its unconventional weapons programs illustrates this basic logic well. Although fear of American power played a role in Libyan decision making, the primary motivation for the decision was Libya’s deteriorating economic condition and the concomitant need to escape the highly effective set of multilateral sanctions imposed after the bombing of Pan Am flight 103 in 1988.61 As Libyan leader Muammar Gaddafi’s son, Saif ul-Islam Gaddafi, explained: “The first reason (for the decision to give up wmd) is political, economic, cultural, and military gains that were promised by the Western party. . . . The temptation was really great.” Libya realigned primarily to end sanctions and obtain economic benefits and only in part because it feared the direct application of U.S. military power.62 Equally important, convincing Gaddafi to abandon wmd, terrorism, and other “rogue state” policies required the United States to formally abandon the goal of regime change and to agree that Gaddafi would remain in power. 63 U.S. capabilities clearly played a role [End Page 110] in Gaddafi’s decision—in this sense, he was choosing not to resist the dominant global power—and thus qualifies as bandwagoning. But the case is not as clear-cut as it is sometimes portrayed, and it is hard to think of other examples.

To be sure, many states are mindful of U.S. power and wary of incurring Washington’s wrath. But being prudent in the face of U.S. power is a far cry from bandwagoning, and such states do not endorse U.S. positions or lend direct support to U.S. foreign policy efforts.

Regional Balancing

Under unipolarity, an alternative motivation for close ties with the dominant power is the desire for protection, normally against some sort of regional threat. Thus, what might at first glance appear to be bandwagoning (that is, more and more states aligning with the unipole) may actually be a specific form of balancing, where the threat to be countered is a neighboring power or some other local problem.

This motivation for alignment is not new, of course. Throughout the cold war local powers sought help from one of the superpowers (and occasionally both) in order to deal with nearby challengers. North and South Korea, North and South Vietnam, Israel, Angola, Cuba, Pakistan, Ethiopia, Somalia, and a host of others sought U.S. or Soviet support to meet a threat from a nearby power (or in some cases, to quell an internal challenge). These concerns made the United States an especially attractive ally for the medium powers of Europe and Asia: it was strong enough to provide an effective deterrent against the Soviet Union, but it was also far enough away not to pose an equally serious danger. Here the distribution of capabilities and the geographic location of the major powers combined to make alignment with the United States especially attractive for states on the periphery of the Soviet empire. As a result, the United States was able to bring together the industrial powers of Western Europe and Japan (and to some degree China) in an anti-Soviet coalition, while the USSR was forced to rely on weak and unpopular regimes such as Angola, Ethiopia, South Yemen, and North Korea.64
Impact – OSB Good – Challengers
Challengers threaten US global security interests – offshore balancing is the only way to sustainably check regional powers.

Layne 2009 [Christopher, Assoc. Prof. George HW Bush School of Gov't and Public Service @ Texas A&M U, research fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty @ the Independent Institute, “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived,” in Review of International Studies (2009), 35, 5–25 | VP]

Some will ask, why is there a need to rethink America’s strategy of primacy? After all, that strategy resulted directly in the creation of a post-World War II international economic system – described variously as one based on interdependence or globalisation – that has brought unprecedented prosperity to the US, Europe, and East Asia. During the Cold War, America’s strategy allowed the US to prevail decisively against the Soviet Union, thereby ushering in an era of unchallenged American dominance – an era in which it has become commonplace to compare the US to the Roman Empire at its zenith. For sure, power counts in international politics, and what possibly could be wrong with a strategy that aims to maintain American primacy? Over the past decade or so, leading neorealist scholars of US security policy have answered this question succinctly: primacy has a boomerang effect that makes the US less – not more – secure.2

Primacy’s neorealist critics have outlined an alternative grand strategy that increasingly resonates with the American public: offshore balancing.3 Its proponents believe that offshore balancing can do a better job than primacy of enhancing American security and matching US foreign policy objectives with the resources available to support them. The driving factor behind offshore balancing is its proponents’ recognition that the US has a ‘hegemony’ problem. America’s strategy of primacy increases US vulnerability to a geopolitical backlash – whether in the guise of countervailing great power coalitions, or terrorist attacks – and alienates public opinion in large swaths of the globe, including Europe and the Middle East.

Offshore balancing is based on the assumption that the most vital US interests are preventing the emergence of a dominant power in Europe and East Asia – a ‘Eurasian hegemon’ – and forestalling the emergence of a regional (‘oil’) hegemon in the Middle East. Only a Eurasian hegemon could pose an existential threat to the US. A regional hegemon in the Middle East could imperil the flow of oil upon which the US economy, and the economies of the advanced industrial states depend. As an offshore balancer, the US would rely on the tried and true dynamics of the balance of power to thwart any states with hegemonic ambitions. An offshore balancing strategy would permit the US to withdraw its ground forces from Eurasia (including the Middle East) and assume an over-the-horizon military posture. If – and only if – regional power balances look to be failing would the US re-insert its troops into Eurasia. Offshore balancing contrasts sharply with primacy because primacists fear a world with independent, multiple poles of power. Primacy is based on the belief that it is better for the US to defend its allies and clients than to have them defend themselves. Offshore balancers, on the other hand, believe for an insular great power like the US, the best strategy is to rely on a balance of power approach that devolves to other states the costs and risks of their defense.
Offshore balancing is a realist strategy because it eschews the ideological crusading on behalf of democracy that is endemic to Wilsonianism, defines US interests in terms of what is vital rather than simply desirable, balances ends and means, and is based on prudence and self-restraint in the conduct of US strategy. Most of all it is a strategy that fits within the broad realist tradition because it recognises the difference between, on one hand, what the sociologist Max Weber called the ethic of conviction and, on the other hand, the ethic of responsibility. In foreign policymaking the road to hell is paved with good intentions, and policies must be judged on their consequences, not on the intentions that underlie them. The Bush administration’s disastrous policies in Iraq and the Middle East are a much needed reminder that this is a test Wilsonianism too often fails.

Impact – OSB Good – Balancing/Wedge Strategy

Offshore balancing neutralizes potential balancing coalitions – they’ll fight each other before they consider balancing against a detached power.
Layne 2009 [Christopher, Assoc. Prof. George HW Bush School of Gov't and Public Service @ Texas A&M U, research fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty @ the Independent Institute, “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived,” in Review of International Studies (2009), 35, 5–25 | VP]

Heretofore, proponents of offshore balancing have seen the strategy primarily as a means of shifting the costs and risks of opposing rising Eurasian, or regional, hegemons from the US to other states. Offshore balancing seeks to capitalise on the inherent strategic advantages that insular great powers possess. First, they can rely on regional power balances to contain rising powers.8 Second, if it should become necessary for them to become involved, because they are protected by geography and their own military capabilities they can stand on the sidelines and wait for the most opportune moment to decide when, and on which side, to intervene. Moreover, by taking advantage of the freedom of action that allows them to enter conflicts later rather than sooner, they can extract the maximum concessions from their alliance partners as their price for entering a conflict. However, beyond these traditional advantages of insularity, offshore balancing does – or can – have a wedge strategy dimension.

Wedge strategies are the grand strategic equivalent of what the great baseball executive Branch Rickey called ‘addition by subtraction’. A Timothy W. Crawford has pointed out, when discussing power relations among great powers, most security studies scholars focus on ‘addition’. Hence, they pay great attention to balancing behaviour – both internal and external – as a means by which great powers seek to increase their relative power. However, although often neglected, wedge strategies are way of accomplishing the same objective – increasing the state’s relative power – by a very different means: by subtracting potential opponents from the ranks of its adversaries.9 That is, wedge strategies are ‘a policy to increase a state’s relative power over external threats, by preventing the grouping or causing the dispersal of threatening alliances’.10 Great powers can improve their relative power position not only by forming coalitions and/or building up their own military capabilities, but also by preventing other states that might be inclined to align against them from doing so, or by persuading an actual or potential ally of an adversary to drop out of the alliance and assume a posture of neutrality.11 Another aspect of wedge strategies is that they can, if used successfully, prevent others from taking balancing actions directed at the state.
While not generally conceived of as a wedge strategy, offshore balancing is a way that an insular great power can neutralise threats to its security. By acting as an offshore balancer, an insular great power can accomplish two vital grand strategic tasks. First, because its would-be adversaries invariably live in dangerous neighbourhoods, by truly being ‘offshore’ and non-threatening, an insular great power can deflect the focus of other states’ security policies away from itself. Simply put, if an offshore power stands on the sidelines, other great powers will compete against each other, not against it. It can thus enhance its security simply because the dynamics of balance-of-power politics invariably will draw would-be competitors in other regions into rivalries with each other. The fact that non-insular states must worry constantly about possible threats from nearby neighbours is a factor that historically has worked to increase the relative power position of insular states. Thus, as Paul Kennedy notes, after 1815 a major reason that Britain’s interests were not challenged by an overwhelming coalition was due to ‘the preoccupation of virtually all European statesman with continental power politics’ because it ‘was the moves of their neighbors, not the usually discreet workings of British sea power, which interested them’.12

Of course, to capitalise on this dynamic, an insular great power must adopt a non-threatening posture toward other regions, and not pursue hegemonic (or imperial) ambitions in those regions. It was, after all, not simply geography and naval power that enabled Britain to be a successful offshore balancer until World War I. A critical factor underpinning the success of its offshore balancing strategy was that Britain had no positive geopolitical, territorial, or ideological aspirations on the continent that would have provoked a countervailing coalition against it. Rather, England had only a negative interest in Europe: ensuring that no great power gained continental hegemony.
England’s historic policy toward Europe also suggests another way that offshore balancing can function as a wedge strategy. One of the best ways a great power can avoid provoking the hostility – and counter-balancing efforts – of others is not to give them any reason to feel threatened.13 Insularity allows offshore great powers to choose policies of detachment. And policies of detachment, in turn, reduce the risk that others will view it as a dangerous rival. In other words, if one of the objects of wedge strategies is to prevent threatening alliances from forming, one of the best ways to accomplish this goal is for a state to mind its own business and not give others reason to feel menaced by it. Insular great powers have the luxury of reducing threats to themselves by not intruding into the affairs of great powers in other regions.

The US, of course, has not acted as an offshore balancer. Rather, for more than sixty years it consciously has sought extra-regional hegemony in Europe, East Asia and the Middle East.14 Rather than acting as a ‘wedge’ strategy, American primacy – especially now that the Cold War has ended – now threatens to act more like a kind of glue that unifies other states, and, increasingly, non-state actors like Al- Qaeda, in resistance to America’s expansive geopolitical and ideological ambitions. The operational differences between the strategies of primacy and offshore balancing can be illustrated by examining how each would deal with the most pressing foreign policy issue facing the US today: the Middle East.

Impact – OSB Good – Iran War

Offshore balancing allows diplomatic relations with Iran – even if negotiations break down, there’s no propensity for violence.
Layne 2009 [Christopher, Assoc. Prof. George HW Bush School of Gov't and Public Service @ Texas A&M U, research fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty @ the Independent Institute, “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived,” in Review of International Studies (2009), 35, 5–25 | VP]

Iran

As an offshore balancer, rather than confronting Iran militarily over its nuclear programme and its regional ambitions, the US would follow a two-tracked strategy of deterrence and diplomacy. Diplomatically, the US should try to negotiate an arrangement with Iran that exchanges meaningful security guarantees, diplomatic recognition, and normal economic relations for a verifiable cessation of Tehran’s nuclear weapons programme. Given the deep mutual distrust between Washington and Tehran, and domestic political constraints in both the US and Iran, it is an open question whether such a deal can be struck. If it cannot, however, rather than attacking Iran’s nuclear facilities – or tacitly facilitating an Israeli attack on them – the US should be prepared to live with a nuclear armed Iran just as it did with China in the 1960s, when China was seen as far more dangerous a rogue state than Iran is today.23

Of course, hard-line US neoconservatives reject this approach and argue that a nuclear-armed Iran would have three bad consequences: there could be a nuclear arms race in the Middle East; Iran might supply nuclear weapons to terrorists; and Tehran could use its nuclear weapons to blackmail other states in the region, or to engage in aggression. Each of these scenarios, however, is improbable.24 A nuclear Iran will not touch off a proliferation snowball in the Middle East. Israel, of course, already is a nuclear power. The other three states that might be tempted to go for a nuclear weapons capability are Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey. However, each of these states would be under strong pressure not to do so, and Saudi Arabia lacks the industrial and engineering capabilities to develop nuclear weapons indigenously. Notwithstanding the Bush administration’s hyperbolic rhetoric, Iran is not going to give nuclear weapons to terrorists. This is not to deny Tehran’s close links to groups like Hezbollah and Hamas. However, there are good reasons that states – even those that have ties to terrorists – draw the line at giving them nuclear weapons (or other WMD): if the terrorists were to use these weapons against the US or its allies, the weapons could be traced back to the donor state, which would be at risk of annihilation by an American retaliatory strike.25 Iran’s leaders have too much at stake to run this risk. Even if one believes the administration’s claims that rogue state leaders are indifferent to the fate of their populations, they do care very much about the survival of their regimes, which means that they can be deterred.

For the same reason, Iran’s possession of nuclear weapons will not invest Tehran with options to attack, or intimidate its neighbours. Israel’s security with respect to Iran is guaranteed by its own formidable nuclear deterrent capabilities. By the same token, just as it did in Europe during the Cold War, the US can extend its own deterrence umbrella to protect its clients in the region – Saudi Arabia, the Gulf states, and Turkey. American security guarantees not only will dissuade Iran from acting recklessly, but also restrain proliferation by negating the incentives for states like Saudi Arabia and Turkey to acquire their own nuclear weapons. Given the overwhelming US advantage in both nuclear and conventional military capabilities, Iran is not going to risk national suicide by challenging America’s security commitments in the region. In short, while a nuclear-armed Iran hardly is desirable, neither is it ‘intolerable’, because it could be contained and deterred successfully by the US.

Impact – OSB Good – Iraq Stability

Entanglement in Iraq makes war more probable – offshore balancing ensures durable stability.
Layne 2009 [Christopher, Assoc. Prof. George HW Bush School of Gov't and Public Service @ Texas A&M U, research fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty @ the Independent Institute, “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived,” in Review of International Studies (2009), 35, 5–25 | VP]

The Bush administration has advanced three major reasons why the US cannot afford to leave Iraq without first attaining ‘victory’. First, withdrawing from Iraq will increase the terrorist threat to the American homeland. Second, a US defeat in Iraq will be a victory for Iran. Third, if the US fails to stabilise Iraq, the chaos there could ‘spill-over’ and trigger a wider conflict in the Persian Gulf and Middle East. These arguments do withstand close examination, however.

President George W. Bush repeatedly characterised Iraq as the ‘central front’ in the so-called war on terrorism, and argued that ‘if we fail there [Iraq], the enemy will follow us here’.26 In his view, the conflict in Iraq ‘is not civil war; it is pure evil’. Claiming that ‘we have an obligation to protect ourselves from that evil’, Bush said US policy in Iraq boiled down to one thing: ‘We’re after Al-Qaeda’.27 The administration’s claims, however, were disingenuous: American withdrawal from Iraq would not increase the terrorist threat to the American homeland. First, Al-Qaeda in Iraq (AQI) has only tenuous links to Osama bin Laden’s Al-Qaeda organisation. Second, AQI has an extremely ambivalent relationship with the indigenous Sunni insurgents. The Sunni insurgents resent AQI because it uses foreign jihadists to conduct suicide bombings, and because it indiscriminately attacks civilian targets. To the extent AQI and the other Sunni insurgents groups collaborate, it is their common hostility to the American occupation that binds them. If US troops were to withdraw, it is likely that the other Sunni insurgents would try to drive AQI out of Iraq (while also contesting the Shiites for political supremacy). Indeed, the major reason violence in Iraq has subsided since late 2006 is not because of the ‘surge’ of US combat forces, but rather because large segments of the Sunni population (including former insurgents) turned against AQI.

For these reasons, most US intelligence officials and outside experts have rejected the argument that an American withdrawal would result in Iraq becoming a base for operations against the US.28 Moreover, bin Laden’s Al-Qaeda does not need bases in Iraq in order to launch operations against the US because it already has a sanctuary in the region along the Pakistan-Afghanistan frontier that it is using to reconstitute its capabilities.29 Indeed, in July 2007 in a National Intelligence Estimate on the terrorist threat to the US, and in Congressional testimony, senior US intelligence officials warned that Al-Qaeda has taken advantage of this safe haven to train its operatives and plan new attacks.30 If the US really is worried about Al-Qaeda striking the US, instead of focusing on Iraq its strategic efforts should be concentrated on defeating the resurgent Taliban in Afghanistan and – even more – getting Pakistan to crack-down on the Taliban and Al-Qaeda forces operating in Waziristan and the Northwest Frontier province – not on Iraq.31

The contention that American withdrawal from Iraq would enhance Iranian power in the Persian Gulf is simultaneously both true and misleading. Foreign policy experts widely agree that Iran has been the biggest winner in the Iraq War.32 By invading Iraq and pursuing regime change there, the Bush administration set the table for the expansion of Iran’s power and regional influence. The US invasion of Iraq upset the prevailing geopolitical equilibrium in the region. Until March 2003, the balance of power in the Persian Gulf between Iraq and Iran prevented either from establishing regional dominance, but by toppling Saddam Hussein the US rendered Iraq incapable of acting as a viable counterpoise to Iranian power. The administration’s policy also upset the domestic balance of power within Iraq, which redounded to Tehran’s benefit. The democratisation policy adopted by the administration empowered Iraq’s long-suppressed Shiite majority. Predictably, the political ascendancy of Iraq’s Shiites worked to Iran’s advantage because of these close personal relations between leading Shiite leaders and Iranian clerics, and the religious bonds between the Shiite populations in both countries. Deepening economic ties between the two countries have enabled Tehran to consolidate its influence in Iraq.33 During the run-up to the March 2003 invasion of Iraq, most American foreign policy analysts foresaw that Iran would be the main beneficiary of the administration’s Iraq policy. Only the Bush administration and its neoconservative cheerleaders were oblivious to the probable consequences of their policies. Now – short of war, of course – it is too late to arrest Iranian’s growing power in the region. The damage already has been done.

The argument that US withdrawal from Iraq would result in wider regional instability cannot be dismissed out of hand. If US troops leave Iraq, bad things indeed could happen: violence in Iraq could worsen and, in addition to the bloodshed, Iraq refugees could flee to neighbouring countries with de-stabilising consequences. Other nations in the region could be tempted to intervene in a re-intensified Iraqi civil war that causes Iraq to fracture along ethnic and sectarian fault lines. Indeed, Saudi Arabia already has indicated that in this case it would come to the aid of the Iraqi Sunnis, and Turkey has conducted attacks on PPK insurgents who are using bases in the Kurdish area of Iran to conduct attacks inside Turkey. In short, the Middle East could become even bloodier and more unstable. It is by no means certain that this will be the outcome, however. Iraq’s major neighbours – Turkey, Iran, and Saudi Arabia – have competing interests to be sure, but they also share one common interest: none of them wants to see the Iraqi state disintegrate. Moreover, the US also has leverage – military, economic, and political – that it can use to dissuade Iraq’s neighbours from involving themselves openly in Iraq’s civil war following an American pull-out.
Impact – OSB Good – Afghanistan Stability

Pape 2009 (Robert A., Prof. Poli. Sci. @ UChicago, former Prof. Int'l Relations @ Dartmouth, “To Beat the Taliban, Fight From Afar,” October 14, New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/10/15/opinion/15pape.html?_r=1)

AS President Obama and his national security team confer this week to consider strategies for Afghanistan, one point seems clear: our current military forces cannot win the war. Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the top American commander there, has asked for 40,000 or more additional United States troops, which many are calling an ambitious new course. In truth, it is not new and it is not bold enough. 

America will best serve its interests in Afghanistan and the region by shifting to a new strategy of off-shore balancing, which relies on air and naval power from a distance, while also working with local security forces on the ground. The reason for this becomes clear when one examines the rise of terrorist attacks in Afghanistan in recent years. 

General McChrystal’s own report explains that American and NATO military forces themselves are a major cause of the deteriorating situation, for two reasons. First, Western forces have become increasingly viewed as foreign occupiers; as the report puts it, “over-reliance on firepower and force protection have severely damaged the International Security Assistance Force’s legitimacy in the eyes of the Afghan people.” 

Second, the central government led by America’s chosen leader, Hamid Karzai, is thoroughly corrupt and viewed as illegitimate: “Local Afghan communities are unable to hold local officials accountable through either direct elections or judicial processes, especially when those individuals are protected by senior government officials.” 

Unfortunately, these political facts dovetail strongly with developments on the battlefield in the last few years. In 2001, the United States toppled the Taliban and kicked Al Qaeda out of Afghanistan with just a few thousand of its own troops, primarily through the combination of American air power and local ground forces from the Northern Alliance. Then, for the next several years, the United States and NATO modestly increased their footprint to about 20,000 troops, mainly limiting the mission to guarding Kabul, the capital. Up until 2004, there was little terrorism in Afghanistan and little sense that things were deteriorating. 

Then, in 2005, the United States and NATO began to systematically extend their military presence across Afghanistan. The goals were to defeat the tiny insurgency that did exist at the time, eradicate poppy crops and encourage local support for the central government. Western forces were deployed in all major regions, including the Pashtun areas in the south and east, and today have ballooned to more than 100,000 troops. 

As Western occupation grew, the use of the two most worrisome forms of terrorism in Afghanistan — suicide attacks and homemade bombs — escalated in parallel. There were no recorded suicide attacks in Afghanistan before 2001. According to data I have collected, in the immediate aftermath of America’s conquest, the nation experienced only a small number: none in 2002, two in 2003, five in 2004 and nine in 2005. 

But in 2006, suicide attacks began to increase by an order of magnitude — with 97 in 2006, 142 in 2007, 148 in 2008 and more than 60 in the first half of 2009. Moreover, the overwhelming percentage of the suicide attacks (80 percent) has been against United States and allied troops or their bases rather than Afghan civilians, and nearly all (95 percent) carried out by Afghans.

The pattern for other terrorist attacks is almost the same. The most deadly involve roadside bombs that detonate on contact or are set off by remote control. Although these weapons were a relatively minor nuisance in the early years of the occupation, with 782 attacks in 2005, their use has shot up since — to 1,739 in 2006, nearly 2,000 in 2007 and more than 3,200 last year. Again, these attacks have for the most part been carried out against Western combat forces, not Afghan targets. 

The picture is clear: the more Western troops we have sent to Afghanistan, the more the local residents have viewed themselves as under foreign occupation, leading to a rise in suicide bombings and other terrorist attacks. (We see this pattern pretty much any time an “outside” armed force has tried to pacify a region, from the West Bank to Kashmir to Sri Lanka.) 

So as General McChrystal looks to change course in Afghanistan, the priority should be not to send more soldiers but to end the sense of the United States and its allies as foreign occupiers. Our purpose in Afghanistan is to prevent future attacks like 9/11, which requires stopping the rise of a new generation of anti-American terrorists, particularly suicide terrorists, who are super-predators able to kill large numbers of innocent people.

What motivates suicide attackers, however, is not the existence of a terrorist sanctuary, but the presence of foreign forces on territory they prize. So it’s little surprise that Western forces in Afghanistan have provided a key rallying point for the insurgency, playing a central role in the Taliban’s recruitment campaign and propaganda, which threaten not only our troops there but also our homeland.

The presence of our troops also works against the stability of the central government, as it can rely on Western protection rather than work harder for popular support.

Fortunately, the United States does not need to station large ground forces in Afghanistan to keep it from being a significant safe haven for Al Qaeda or any other anti-American terrorists. This can be achieved by a strategy that relies on over-the-horizon air, naval and rapidly deployable ground forces, combined with training and equipping local groups to oppose the Taliban. No matter what happens in Afghanistan, the United States is going to maintain a strong air and naval presence in the Persian Gulf and Indian Ocean for many years, and these forces are well suited to attacking terrorist leaders and camps in conjunction with local militias — just as they did against the Taliban and Al Qaeda in 2001.

The United States has a strong history of working with local groups, particularly the Tajiks and Uzbeks of the old Northern Alliance, who would ensure that the Taliban does not recapture Kabul and the northern and western regions of Afghanistan. And should more substantial threats arise, our offshore forces and allies would buy time and protect space for Western ground forces to return.

Further, the United States and its allies have made some efforts to lead Pashtun tribal militias in the southern and eastern areas to abandon their support for the Taliban and, if not switch to America’s side, to at least stay neutral. For instance, the largest British gains in the southwest came from winning the support of Mullah Salam, a former Taliban commander who is the district governor of Musa Qala.

Early this year the United States started what it calls the Afghanistan Social Outreach Program, offering monthly stipends to tribal and local leaders in exchange for their cooperation against the Taliban insurgency. The program is financed at too low a level — approximately $20 million a year — to compete with alternatives that the Taliban can offer like protection for poppy cultivation that is worth some $3 billion a year.

One reason we can expect a strategy of local empowerment to work is that this is precisely how the Taliban is gaining support. As General McChrystal’s report explains, there is little ideological loyalty between the local Pashtuns and the Taliban, so the terrorists gain local support by capitalizing on “vast unemployment by empowering the young and disenfranchised through cash payments, weapons, and prestige.” We’ll have to be more creative and rely on larger economic and political carrots to win over the hearts and minds of the Pashtuns.

Changing strategy does not mean that the United States can withdraw all its military power from Afghanistan immediately. As we are now seeing in Iraq, changing to an approach that relies less on ground power and more on working with local actors takes time. But it is the best strategy for Afghanistan. Otherwise we will continue to be seen and mistrusted as an occupying power, and the war will be lost.
Impact – OSB Good – Afghanistan Stability

Pape 2009 [Robert A., Prof. Poli. Sci. @ UChicago, former Prof. Int'l Relations @ Dartmouth, “To Beat the Taliban, Fight From Afar,” October 14, New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/10/15/opinion/15pape.html?_r=1 | VP]
AS President Obama and his national security team confer this week to consider strategies for Afghanistan, one point seems clear: our current military forces cannot win the war. Gen. Stanley McChrystal, the top American commander there, has asked for 40,000 or more additional United States troops, which many are calling an ambitious new course. In truth, it is not new and it is not bold enough. 

America will best serve its interests in Afghanistan and the region by shifting to a new strategy of off-shore balancing, which relies on air and naval power from a distance, while also working with local security forces on the ground. The reason for this becomes clear when one examines the rise of terrorist attacks in Afghanistan in recent years. 

General McChrystal’s own report explains that American and NATO military forces themselves are a major cause of the deteriorating situation, for two reasons. First, Western forces have become increasingly viewed as foreign occupiers; as the report puts it, “over-reliance on firepower and force protection have severely damaged the International Security Assistance Force’s legitimacy in the eyes of the Afghan people.” 

Second, the central government led by America’s chosen leader, Hamid Karzai, is thoroughly corrupt and viewed as illegitimate: “Local Afghan communities are unable to hold local officials accountable through either direct elections or judicial processes, especially when those individuals are protected by senior government officials.” 

Unfortunately, these political facts dovetail strongly with developments on the battlefield in the last few years. In 2001, the United States toppled the Taliban and kicked Al Qaeda out of Afghanistan with just a few thousand of its own troops, primarily through the combination of American air power and local ground forces from the Northern Alliance. Then, for the next several years, the United States and NATO modestly increased their footprint to about 20,000 troops, mainly limiting the mission to guarding Kabul, the capital. Up until 2004, there was little terrorism in Afghanistan and little sense that things were deteriorating. 

Then, in 2005, the United States and NATO began to systematically extend their military presence across Afghanistan. The goals were to defeat the tiny insurgency that did exist at the time, eradicate poppys crops and encourage local support for the central government. Western forces were deployed in all major regions, including the Pashtun areas in the south and east, and today have ballooned to more than 100,000 troops. 

As Western occupation grew, the use of the two most worrisome forms of terrorism in Afghanistan — suicide attacks and homemade bombs — escalated in parallel. There were no recorded suicide attacks in Afghanistan before 2001. According to data I have collected, in the immediate aftermath of America’s conquest, the nation experienced only a small number: none in 2002, two in 2003, five in 2004 and nine in 2005. 

But in 2006, suicide attacks began to increase by an order of magnitude — with 97 in 2006, 142 in 2007, 148 in 2008 and more than 60 in the first half of 2009. Moreover, the overwhelming percentage of the suicide attacks (80 percent) has been against United States and allied troops or their bases rather than Afghan civilians, and nearly all (95 percent) carried out by Afghans.

The pattern for other terrorist attacks is almost the same. The most deadly involve roadside bombs that detonate on contact or are set off by remote control. Although these weapons were a relatively minor nuisance in the early years of the occupation, with 782 attacks in 2005, their use has shot up since — to 1,739 in 2006, nearly 2,000 in 2007 and more than 3,200 last year. Again, these attacks have for the most part been carried out against Western combat forces, not Afghan targets. 

The picture is clear: the more Western troops we have sent to Afghanistan, the more the local residents have viewed themselves as under foreign occupation, leading to a rise in suicide bombings and other terrorist attacks. (We see this pattern pretty much any time an “outside” armed force has tried to pacify a region, from the West Bank to Kashmir to Sri Lanka.) 
So as General McChrystal looks to change course in Afghanistan, the priority should be not to send more soldiers but to end the sense of the United States and its allies as foreign occupiers. Our purpose in Afghanistan is to prevent future attacks like 9/11, which requires stopping the rise of a new generation of anti-American terrorists, particularly suicide terrorists, who are super-predators able to kill large numbers of innocent people.

What motivates suicide attackers, however, is not the existence of a terrorist sanctuary, but the presence of foreign forces on territory they prize. So it’s little surprise that Western forces in Afghanistan have provided a key rallying point for the insurgency, playing a central role in the Taliban’s recruitment campaign and propaganda, which threaten not only our troops there but also our homeland.

The presence of our troops also works against the stability of the central government, as it can rely on Western protection rather than work harder for popular support.

Fortunately, the United States does not need to station large ground forces in Afghanistan to keep it from being a significant safe haven for Al Qaeda or any other anti-American terrorists. This can be achieved by a strategy that relies on over-the-horizon air, naval and rapidly deployable ground forces, combined with training and equipping local groups to oppose the Taliban. No matter what happens in Afghanistan, the United States is going to maintain a strong air and naval presence in the Persian Gulf and Indian Ocean for many years, and these forces are well suited to attacking terrorist leaders and camps in conjunction with local militias — just as they did against the Taliban and Al Qaeda in 2001.

The United States has a strong history of working with local groups, particularly the Tajiks and Uzbeks of the old Northern Alliance, who would ensure that the Taliban does not recapture Kabul and the northern and western regions of Afghanistan. And should more substantial threats arise, our offshore forces and allies would buy time and protect space for Western ground forces to return.

Further, the United States and its allies have made some efforts to lead Pashtun tribal militias in the southern and eastern areas to abandon their support for the Taliban and, if not switch to America’s side, to at least stay neutral. For instance, the largest British gains in the southwest came from winning the support of Mullah Salam, a former Taliban commander who is the district governor of Musa Qala.

Early this year the United States started what it calls the Afghanistan Social Outreach Program, offering monthly stipends to tribal and local leaders in exchange for their cooperation against the Taliban insurgency. The program is financed at too low a level — approximately $20 million a year — to compete with alternatives that the Taliban can offer like protection for poppy cultivation that is worth some $3 billion a year.

One reason we can expect a strategy of local empowerment to work is that this is precisely how the Taliban is gaining support. As General McChrystal’s report explains, there is little ideological loyalty between the local Pashtuns and the Taliban, so the terrorists gain local support by capitalizing on “vast unemployment by empowering the young and disenfranchised through cash payments, weapons, and prestige.” We’ll have to be more creative and rely on larger economic and political carrots to win over the hearts and minds of the Pashtuns.

Changing strategy does not mean that the United States can withdraw all its military power from Afghanistan immediately. As we are now seeing in Iraq, changing to an approach that relies less on ground power and more on working with local actors takes time. But it is the best strategy for Afghanistan. Otherwise we will continue to be seen and mistrusted as an occupying power, and the war will be lost.
Impact – OSB Good – Terrorism

Layne 2009 [Christopher, Assoc. Prof. George HW Bush School of Gov't and Public Service @ Texas A&M U, research fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty @ the Independent Institute, “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived,” in Review of International Studies (2009), 35, 5–25 | VP]

In two ways, the Bush administration fundamentally mis-diagnosed the causes of Islamic terrorism against the US. First, it believed that Islamic terrorism is caused by a lack of democracy in the Middle East. Secondly, it failed to recognise that American policies in the Middle East have fueled Islamic terrorism directed at the US and did not understand that the overbearing American politico-military presence in the region also galvanises Islamic terrorism.

The Bush administration added its own post-9/11 corollary to the ‘democratic peace theory’. It believed – as a matter of faith – that democratisation in the Middle East would ameliorate the terrorist threat to the US. Both President Bush and Secretary Rice made clear their belief that, while it is a formidable and prolonged challenge – a ‘generational commitment’ – the Middle East’s successful democratisation is crucial to American security. As Bush put it:

Sixty years of Western nations excusing and accommodating the lack of freedom in the Middle East did nothing to make us safe – because in the long run, stability cannot be purchased at the expense of liberty. As long as the Middle East remains a place where freedom does not flourish, it will remain a place of stagnation, resentment, and violence ready for export. And with the spread of weapons that can bring catastrophic harm to our country and to our friends, it would be reckless to accept the status quo.34

Rice argued that the Middle East suffers from a ‘freedom deficit’. Because of this, she said, ‘it is a region where hopelessness provides a fertile ground for ideologies that convince promising youths to aspire not to a university education, career, or family, but to blowing themselves up – taking as many innocent lives with them as possible. These ingredients are a recipe for great instability, and pose a direct threat to American security’.35 There is, however, scant evidence to support the Bush administration’s claim that democratisation of the Middle East is remedy for terrorism.

Robert Pape has demonstrated there is no empirical support for the Bush administration’s assertion that Islamic terrorism is caused by a lack of democracy in the Middle East. Consequently, promoting a ‘democratic transformation’ in the region is not a magic bullet panacea for reducing the terrorist threat to the US. As Pape says, ‘Spreading democracy at the barrel of a gun in the Persian Gulf is not likely to lead to a lasting solution against suicide terrorism’.36 Indeed, rather than eliminating the terrorist threat, the Bush administration’s democratisation policy in the Middle East actually has had the perverse consequence of exacerbating it. As Douglas Little observes, Islamic fundamentalist groups like Al-Qaeda and the Taliban are a response to US attempts to modernise and westernise the Middle East, which are seen in the region as a form of cultural imperialism. Little notes that it is American policies of ‘political reform, social change, and economic development’ that have produced ‘a violent Islamic backlash’.37

Terrorist organisations like Al-Qaeda are non-state actors, and as such, they are not, strictly speaking, engaged in ‘balancing’ the US (because balancing is a form of state behaviour). Yet, at the same time, the actions of groups like Al-Qaeda reflect some of the key attributes of balancing. After all, beyond connoting the idea of counterweight, balancing also signifies opposition, or resistance, to a hegemon. Terrorists may not be able to balance against the US, but they can engage in a related form of activity aimed at undermining American primacy by raising its costs.

Organisations like Al-Qaeda may be non-state actors, but their actions are of a kind frequently found in international politics: the use of violence against a state(s) to attain clearly defined political objectives. Indeed the use of violence for such purposes is the hallmark of terrorism. As Bruce Hoffman says, terrorism is ‘about power: the pursuit of power, the acquisition of power, and the use of power to achieve political change’.38 Terrorism, moreover, is fundamentally an asymmetric form of conflict, because it is an instrument that the weak use against the strong.39

From this perspective, the 9/11 assault on the US was not a random, senseless, ‘irrational’ act of violence. In fact, the 9/11 attack was in keeping with the Clausewitzian paradigm of war: force was used against the US by its adversaries to advance their political objectives. As German military strategist Carl von Clausewitz himself observed, ‘War is not an act of senseless passion but is controlled by its political object’.40 Here, President Bush’s endlessly reiterated claim that the US was attacked because Islamic radicals ‘hate us because of our freedom’ betrayed a complete misunderstanding of the dynamics that underpin the clash between the US and Middle Eastern terrorists.

For sure, there are Islamic radicals who, indeed, do hate the US for cultural, religious, and ideological reasons. But that is not why the US is a target for Islamic terrorists. 9/11 represented a violent counterreaction to America’s policies in the Middle East – especially its drive to dominate the region both geopolitically and culturally. As Michael Schuerer – who headed the CIA analytical team monitoring Osama bin Laden and Al-Qaeda – says, it is dangerous for the US to base its strategy for combating terrorism on the belief ‘that Muslims hate and attack us for what we are and think rather than for what we do’.41 In a similar vein, Richard K. Betts observed following the 1993 attack on the World Trade Center that, ‘It is hardly likely that Middle Eastern radicals would be hatching schemes like the destruction of the World Trade Center if the US had not been identified so long as the mainstay of Israel, the Shah of Iran, and conservative Arab regimes and the source of a cultural assault on Islam’.42 It is the US’ attempt to impose its primacy and preferences on the Middle East that fuels groups like Al-Qaeda and fans Islamic fundamentalism. Terrorism is a form of ‘blowback’ against America’s preponderant role in international affairs.

Despicable and brutal though it was, the 9/11 attack was undertaken with cool calculation to achieve well-defined geopolitical objectives. Underscoring this point, Scheurer observes that, ‘In the context of ideas bin Laden shares with his brethren, the military actions of Al-Qaeda and its allies are acts of war, not terrorism . . . meant to advance bin Laden’s clear, focused, limited, and widely popular foreign policy goals . . .’.43 Specifically, Al-Qaeda wants to compel the US to remove its military presence from the Persian Gulf, and force Washington to alter its stance on the Israeli–Palestinian conflict.44 Al-Qaeda’s leaders also apparently hoped that the September 11 attacks would provoke a US overreaction, and thereby trigger an upsurge of popular discontent in the Islamic world that would lead to the overthrow of the Saudi monarchy and other pro-American regimes in the Middle East (Egypt, Pakistan, and Jordan, for example) and their replacement by fundamentalist Islamic governments.45 In other words, Al-Qaeda seeks to undermine US primacy, and thereby compel changes in America’s Middle Eastern grand strategy.

Impact – OSB Good – Israel/Palestine War

Layne 2009 [Christopher, Assoc. Prof. George HW Bush School of Gov't and Public Service @ Texas A&M U, research fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty @ the Independent Institute, “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived,” in Review of International Studies (2009), 35, 5–25 | VP]

As an offshore balancer, the US would also seek to reduce the wide-spread anti-Americanism in the Islamic world by taking an even-handed stance on relations between Israel and Palestine. The US should support the creation of a viable Palestinian state, demand the removal of all Israeli settlements from the West Bank, and push for an international solution to the special problem of East Jerusalem. The US has a moral commitment to Israel’s existence that it must honour. At the same time, however, in its own interests, and as a good ally, Washington has an obligation to warn Jerusalem against pursuing self-defeating policies. The Bush administration’s decision to ‘tilt’ toward Israel – announced by President George W. Bush in early 2001 – serves neither US nor Israeli interests. The US has forfeited its position as an honest broker that can help negotiate a resolution of Israel’s conflicts with the Palestinians and Syria. By the same token, it does not benefit Israel to be perceived in the region as the proxy of the US. And, of course, for the US, the widespread perception in the Islamic world that it is indifferent to the fate of the Palestinians helps fuel the anti-American animus of radical Islamic groups like Al-Qaeda.

Impact – OSB Good – Middle East Stability

Layne 2009 [Christopher, Assoc. Prof. George HW Bush School of Gov't and Public Service @ Texas A&M U, research fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty @ the Independent Institute, “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived,” in Review of International Studies (2009), 35, 5–25 | VP]

By lowering America’s politico-military profile in the region, an offshore balancing strategy would contribute importantly to lowering the terrorist threat to the US. As Robert Pape argues, offshore balancing ‘is America’s best strategy for the Persian Gulf’ because the ‘mere presence of tens of thousands of US troops in the region is likely to fuel continued fear of foreign occupation that will fuel anti-American terrorism in the future’.54 Similarly, Stephen Walt – who also favours a US offshore balancing strategy in the Middle East – observes, ‘The US does have important interests in the Middle East – including access to oil and the need to combat terrorism – but neither objective is well served by occupying the region with its own military forces’.55 The Bush administration’s policy of maintaining a dominating American military presence in the Persian Gulf and overthrowing nasty Middle Eastern regimes increased the terrorist threat to the US instead of reducing it. If the new administration wants to reduce US vulnerability, the best way to do so is to adopt an offshore balancing strategy and fight terrorists discreetly with good intelligence (including collaboration with US allies), covert operations, and by strengthening America’s homeland defences.

In the Middle East, the pursuit of geopolitical and ideological dominance ‘over there’ has increased the terrorist threat over here. As Americans come to realise that the strategy of primacy makes the US less secure, they are becoming more receptive to the arguments for an offshore balancing strategy. Indeed, there are signs that Americans already accept offshore balancing’s key premises. For example, a recent public opinion survey by the Pew Charitable Trust found that ‘by a 45 per cent to 32 per cent margin, more Americans believe that the best way to reduce the threat of terrorist attacks on the US is to decrease, not increase, America’s military presence overseas’. This is a striking turnabout from summer 2002, when 48 per cent of those surveyed believed that the best defense against terrorism was to increase US military involvement abroad. The same Pew survey also found that: ‘An increasing number of Americans see nonmilitary approaches – such as decreasing US dependence on Middle East oil and avoiding involvement with the problems of other countries’ as effective strategies for reducing the terrorist threat to the US.56

The Pew survey’s results suggest that, unlike primacists, the American people are drawing the correct grand strategic lessons from the Iraq debacle. One huge disaster is enough – more than enough – for any grand strategy. And if the US continues to pursue a strategy of primacy, the strategic setbacks will not end with Iraq. A military collision between the US and Iran is still a possibility. And, outside of the Middle East, primacy means that the US is headed for a train wreck with China.57 It is time to begin a long overdue debate on future US strategy after Iraq. As this debate gathers steam, it will become apparent that a neorealist strategy of offshore balancing is the best candidate to become America’s next grand strategy – both in the Middle East, and globally.
Impact – OSB Good – Middle East Stability

Primacy catalyzes counterbalancing and makes terrorism and Middle East war inevitable – only an offshore balancing strategy solves.

Layne 2009 [Christopher, Assoc. Prof. George HW Bush School of Gov't and Public Service @ Texas A&M U, research fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty @ the Independent Institute, “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived,” in Review of International Studies (2009), 35, 5–25 | VP]

Offshore balancing and the Middle East

The US has reached a watershed in Iraq and the Middle East. Washington needs to revamp its overall regional grand strategy because the current strategy is in shambles. Although the security situation in Iraq has improved since late 2006, the nation remains extremely fragile politically and its future is problematic. On the other hand, things are unravelling in Afghanistan, where the insurgency led by the revitalised Taliban is spreading. The US and Iran remain on a collision course over Tehran’s nuclear weapons programme – and its larger regional ambitions. Moreover, the summer 2006 fighting in Lebanon weakened US Middle Eastern policy in four ways. First, it enhanced Iran’s regional clout. Second, it intensified anti-American public opinion in the Middle East. Third, it fuelled a populist Islamic groundswell in the region that threatens to undermine America’s key Middle East allies: Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Jordan. Fourth, American policy in the Middle East has increased the terrorist threat to the US.

The Bush administration’s Middle East policy was a classic example of an anti-wedge ‘strategy’. Rather than preventing the coalescence of forces hostile to the US, or deflecting their attention from the US, the Bush strategy has had the effect of unifying diverse groups against American interests. Instead of viewing them as discrete conflicts, the Bush administration regarded the conflict in Iraq, the ‘war on terror’, unrest in Gaza and the West Bank, turmoil in Lebanon, and the confrontation with Iran as part of a single enterprise. This tendency to aggregate opponents rather than to peel them off was first evidenced in January 2002 when President Bush linked Iran and Iraq – and North Korea – as part of an ‘axis of evil’.

Similarly, although Syria and Iran long have had an ambivalent relationship, the administration grouped them together rather than trying to split them apart. Bush also lumped together Sunni Islamic radical groups like Al-Qaeda and Hamas and Shiite fundamentalists like Muqtada al Sadr’s Mahdi Army in Iraq, the Iranian regime, and Hezbollah – and regarded them as a single, unitary menace. As Bush put it, ‘The Shia and Sunni extremists are different faces of the same totalitarian threat. Whatever slogans they chant, when they slaughter the innocent they have the same wicked purposes. They want to kill Americans, kill democracy in the Middle East, and gain the weapons to kill on an even more horrific scale.’15 Bush’s comments manifested a vast ignorance of the cleavages in the Islamic world. Even worse, his policy of treating Sunni and Shiite radicals as a single threat may have acted as a self-fulfilling prophecy – a ‘glue strategy’ – that instead of dividing or neutralising opponents of the US, unified them and created threats that either would not otherwise exist, or would be much less potent.

In the Middle East, an offshore balancing strategy would break sharply with the Bush administration’s approach to the Middle East. As an offshore balancer, the US would redefine its regional interests, reduce its military role, and adopt a new regional diplomatic posture. It would seek to dampen the terrorist threat by removing the on-the ground US military presence in the region, and to quell rampant anti- Americanism in the Islamic world by pushing hard for a resolution of the Israeli/ Palestinian conflict. The strategy would also avoid further destabilisation of the Middle East by abandoning the project of regional democratic transformation. Finally, as an offshore balancer, Washington would seek a diplomatic accommodation of its differences with Iran.
Impact – OSB Good – East Asia Stability

Gholz, Press, and Sapolsky 1997 [Eugene and Darryl G., PhD candidates – Dept. Poli. Sci. @ MIT, Harvey M., Prof. Public Policy and Organization @ MIT, “Come Home, America, The Strategy of Restraint in the Face of Temptation,” International Security, Vol. 21, No. 4 (Spring, 1997), pp. 5-48 | VP]
American foreign policy in Asia, too, has been captured by Cold War alliances, although in this region the formal institutions are less developed than the European NATO structure. The United States has already pulled out of its largest overseas bases, the facilities at Clark Air Force Base and Subic Bay Naval Base in the Philippines, but has reinvigorated the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty and reaffirmed the “tripwire” deployment in Korea. Indeed, one of the principal architects of the Clinton administration’s Asia strategy, Joseph S. Nye, Jr., has suggested that the United States remain engaged in the Pacific Rim with the specific intent of slowly developing formal institutions of regional integration. We argue, however, that this forward presence in Asia has lost its Cold War security rationale, exposes American soldiers to risk, costs Americans money, and artificially reduces the defense burden on America’s leading economic competitors, helping them compete against U.S. companies. 
As in Europe, the United States currently has about 100,000 military personnel stationed in Asia, all of whom should be brought home and demobilized. The United States should end its commitments to Japan and South Korea, cease military cooperation with the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), withdraw from the Australia, New Zealand, United States Pact (ANZUS), and terminate the implicit guarantee to Taiwan, giving those nations new incentives to take care of themselves. 
No Asian ally of the United States faces an overwhelming conventional threat. It requires astounding assumptions about the relative fighting strength of North and South Korean soldiers to develop a military balance requirement for U.S. troops on the Korean peninsula. South Korea may want to improve its defenses further to replace capabilities that the United States is expected to supply – e.g., build a larger air force – but it is difficult to understand how a country with twice the population and twenty times the economic power of its primary competitor, not to mention a substantial technological lead, cannot find the resources to defend itself. 
Current U.S. strategy implicitly assumes that America must remain engaged because of the Asian countries’ failure to balance against Chinese strength. But Japan and Taiwan, the two plausible targets for Chinese aggression, are more than capable of defending themselves from conventional attack. Both enjoy the geographic advantage of being islands. The surrounding oceans ensure a defense dominance that could only be overcome with enormous material or technological advantages. 
Impact – OSB Good – Central Asia Stability

Nexon 2009 [Daniel H., Asst. Prof. Dept. Gov't. and the School of Foreign Service @ Georgetown U, "The Balance of Power in the Balance," Vol 61, No 2, April, MUSE | VP]
S. Frederick Starr’s insightful analysis of Central Asia suggests that the key distinguishing feature of this region is the presence of infirm states still struggling to complete the nation-building project in an environment marked by the presence of stronger powers and a major ongoing conflict. These challenges are particularly stressful in Central Asia for two reasons. First, the countries in question are still remarkably young, having received their independence only recently with the fall of the Soviet Union. Second, the one major development that could open the doors for an economic integration with South Asia—peace in Afghanistan—does not appear to be on the anvil. The latter handicap is particularly burdensome because it offers the region an escape from excessive dependence on either Russia or China and thereby presents a means of protecting the independence of these states vis-à-vis their most powerful immediate neighbors. While U.S. policy toward the region enjoyed early successes, the unbalanced focus on democratization produced some reverses along the way. Starr cogently argues that the best way to ensure the long-range development of Central Asia is to win the war in Afghanistan because that would resolve the problems of transit and access as well as eliminate the major source of extremist Islam in one go. If the conflict in Iraq defined the Bush administration, assuring that the war in Afghanistan is finally successful will likely become among the most important preoccupations of its successor. As Starr succinctly phrases it, “the alternative to success is ominous, imposing costs in many areas besides the purely financial.” Restoring equilibrium in U.S. relations with Central Asia will become important in this context as well. Toward that end, deepening economic ties with the region’s states; pursuing balanced and “mutually reinforcing” policies toward them; coordinating with key partners such as Japan, India, and the United Kingdom; and staying the course consistently over the long term will become key ingredients of a successful U.S. policy.

Impact – OSB Good – China

Nexon 2009 [Daniel H., Asst. Prof. Dept. Gov't. and the School of Foreign Service @ Georgetown U, "The Balance of Power in the Balance," Vol 61, No 2, April, MUSE | VP]
Even more than the states of South Asia, Evelyn Goh’s survey of the Southeast Asian world suggests a strong and unwavering demand for the right kind of U.S. presence and engagement with the region. Given the area’s proximity to a rising China—which attracts even as it unsettles—Southeast Asian dependence on the United States for deterrence and reassurance is likely to remain high, irrespective of what Washington’s other failings might be. Goh emphasizes, however, that although the region would welcome renewed, but not overbearing, U.S. attention, key regional states are nonetheless focused on diversifying their “strategic dependencies” to include increased engagement with China. Their aim is to enmesh China while reaching out to other major regional actors, such as Japan and India, in an effort to balance the growth of Chinese influence. Mindful of the recent successes of Chinese diplomacy, this Southeast Asian interest in diversification is likely to increase further and though the regional states benefit from a strong offshore U.S. military presence, their ability to transparently support U.S. policies, especially when controversial, is nonetheless limited by the large Muslim populations that reside in many of these states. The best recipe for continuing U.S. success in Southeast Asia, Goh concludes, consists of maintaining a strong offshore military presence capable of maintaining hegemonic order should this be threatened, without either pursuing the “outright containment of China” or leveling burdensome demands in the individual bilateral relationships with key states, while continuing to participate in regional institutions.

Impact – OSB Good – China

China is rising – entanglement makes containment more difficult.
Nexon 2009 [Daniel H., Asst. Prof. Dept. Gov't. and the School of Foreign Service @ Georgetown U, "The Balance of Power in the Balance," Vol 61, No 2, April, MUSE | VP]
Many of these issues find reflection in Richard Betts’ wide-ranging and theoretically informed assessment of the key challenges facing the United States in Asia. Betts points to the fact that the next president will have no choice but to attend to the incomplete tasks of winning the war on terrorism in South Asia and managing nuclear proliferation at opposite ends in Northeast Asia and in the Persian Gulf. Betts nonetheless holds that the key strategic challenge for the United States over the long term will be coping with the rise of China, which could be the single most disequilibrating event in international politics. Whether the next administration will have either the energy or the resources to attend to this issue remains to be seen, since the backlog of unfinished business on other fronts is so deep and enervating. Betts argues that the twin facts of rising economic interdependence and the United States’ own liberal instincts further suggest that U.S. strategy toward a rising China for the foreseeable future will likely be a conflicted one, an uncomfortable marriage of elements of the realist and the liberal traditions—at least until China’s own geopolitical intentions become clearer or some crisis, such as over Taiwan, suddenly unfolds. What makes the challenge of managing China even more problematic, at least in the near term, Betts notes astutely, is the fact that new regional crises elsewhere are certain to emerge and, in all probability, will precipitate U.S. military interventions in areas no one really anticipates today—that at any rate has been the unbroken record of the postwar period. Surveying the multiple challenges the United States faces in the region, Betts concludes—consistent with the larger arguments made in this overview—that protecting the U.S. position in Asia requires emphatically “changes in economic policy and performance” at home.

Impact – OSB Good – AT: Redeployment**

Gholz, Press, and Sapolsky 1997 [Eugene and Darryl G., PhD candidates – Dept. Poli. Sci. @ MIT, Harvey M., Prof. Public Policy and Organization @ MIT, “Come Home, America, The Strategy of Restraint in the Face of Temptation,” International Security, Vol. 21, No. 4 (Spring, 1997), pp. 5-48 | VP]
The last major criticism of American military restraint denies that restraint is possible. According to this argument, big wars suck in powerful nations. Twice in this century the United States tried to stay out of great power war in Europe, and both times it was pulled in. Trying to tie policymakers’ hands by weakening U.S. military capabilities will only put America’s eventual involvement on less favorable military terms. The United States fielded small, unprepared armed forces in 1916, 1940, and 1950, but its weakness did not prevent its entrance into two world wars and the Korean conflict. History suggests that withdrawing from alliances and cutting forces will not keep the United States out of war; it will make these wars more likely and keep America ill prepared to fight. 
This argument, however, relies on a selective view of history. Great power wars do not always suck in powerful countries. Neither the British nor the French were dragged into the Russo-Japanese War. The British stayed out of the Franco-Prussian War, and both the British and the French stayed out of the Austro-Prussian war. The United States is not doomed by the laws of nature to go overseas and fight. In fact, the United States probably has more choice about the wars it fights than any other nation, because it does not share borders with other great powers. 
Furthermore, it will be much easier to stay out of distant great power wars than it was in the past. First, the fact that no country can possibly unite the industrial resources of Eurasia eliminates America’s traditional concern about the outcome of foreign wars. Second, the potential costs of American intervention in an ongoing great power war have never been higher. Great power war has always been extremely costly, but nuclear weapons raise the potential costs of intervention immeasurably. A new war between Russia and Germany would be a tragedy, but the possibility of nuclear escalation would cool the enthusiasm of even the most committed American interventionists. Critics say that the United States is unable to stay out of big wars, but a thought experiment may shed a different light on this assertion. Would President Wilson have brought America into World War I if Germany had possessed a large nuclear arsenal? Recall how hard it was to get America involved in World War II. The American people have a sense of the risks. 
In sum, the United States is not inevitably drawn into foreign wars. If a future great power war erupts, there will be many powerful reasons to stay out. Rather than accept today’s internationalist worldview as an unchangeable fact of life, Americans should reeducate themselves to the new strategic reality. In the late 1940s, America’s leaders struggled to turn the American people away from their isolationist predispositions and contain Soviet expansionism. Today the challenge is to demonstrate that the world is safe for restraint. 
Impact – Multipolarity Good – East Asia Stability

Seng 2002 [Tan See, Asst. Prof. Int'l Studies @ Institute of Defence and Strategic Studies - Nanyang Technological University, "Great power politics in contemporary East Asia : negotiating multipolarity or hegemony?" RSIS Working Papers; 27/02, DR-NTU | VP]
The United States is less strong today, a lot less strong – economically, politically, culturally - than it was in the 1960s. Europe and Japan meanwhile became relatively stronger… The heady days of hegemony are gone, never to return. The United States needs to accept that it is just one major power among many in a world of great disorder, a disorder that promises to increase considerably into the next century.9

Yet it bears reminding that the first significant shots fired in post-Cold War IR debate in the main were those by a so-called structural realist, John Mearsheimer, who raised the spectre of a multipolar world as a great deal more unstable and war-prone than the bipolar world of the Cold War period.10 The argument, in a sense, was irresistible particularly in the light of the litany of regional conflicts that blooded the 1990s: the Gulf War, Somalia, the Balkans, and so on. Treading a well-worn path eked out by Kenneth Waltz, Mearsheimer and other like-minded neorealist balance-of-power thinkers argued the benefits of bipolarity over those of multipolarity.

Others, however, taking umbrage at Mearsheimer’s claims, proved more lenient and willing to grant that multipolarity, under specific conditions, actually contributes to international stability.11 They pointed to the fact that the so-called “long peace,” as John Lewis Gaddis famously christened the bipolar Cold War period, was merely a provincial interpretation of the absence of hot war between the superpowers – a peace evidently denied many parts of the developing world insofar as these were treated by Washington and Moscow as playgrounds for their Cold War power-political games. One recalls, for example, Hans Morgenthau’s grim indictment of Cold War bipolarity as having reduced the international system to the primitive spectacle of two giants eyeing each other with watchful suspicion. They [bent] every effort to increase their military potential to the utmost, since this is all they [had] to count on. Both [prepared] to strike the first decisive blow, for if one [did] not strike it the other might. Thus, contain or be contained, conquer or be conquered, destroy or be destroyed, [became] the watchwords of Cold War diplomacy.12

Further, unlike earlier proponents of multipolarity who preach the normative merits of multipolarity,13 present-day advocates expressly assume post-Cold War multipolarity as a given and proceed from there to focus on conditions under which a multipolar system would be peaceful.14 In any case, both camps began with the same starting point, i.e., the post-Cold War world is essentially multipolar.

Both camps are represented among East Asia watchers, although more has been made of contemporary East Asia as a rather unstable region – a view that, according to some, has received partial vindication by the ongoing conflict in Afghanistan. Recall, firstly, Aaron Friedberg’s grim scenario of post-Cold War East Asia as the future “cockpit of great power conflict.”15 Elsewhere, Kent Caulder has theorized on what he sees as the plausibility of accelerating military buildups and deepening geopolitical rivalries in the region as the undesirable consequences of a combination of factors, notably, high-speed economic growth, impending energy shortages, and political insecurity.16 Although the impact of the recent financial crisis has somewhat blunted the force of Caulder’s argument, not many – including the more optimistic among Asia watchers – would necessarily oppose his contention that energy and politics constitute potentially serious problems for the region’s constituents. Finally, Richard Betts, reasoning that peace in present-day Europe, relative to East Asia, is more plausible due to “the apparent satisfaction of the great powers with the status quo,” notes that in Asia “an ample pool of festering grievances [exists] with more potential for generating conflict than during the Cold War, when bipolarity helped stifle the escalation of parochial disputes.”17 Clearly, doom-and-gloom scenarios are not without warrant. On the other hand, there are others who, though acknowledging the region’s potential for conflict, are nonetheless confident that major conflagration in East Asia can and has been avoided because – as Kishore Mahbubani, a senior Singaporean diplomat, has put it – of the ability of the great powers to “forge a consensus” over the region. Indeed, as far as Mahbubani is concerned, great power agreements are necessary if East Asia is to defy the historical odds and make a smooth transition from one order to another time. As he once wrote, referring to the 1996 missile crisis in the Taiwan straits:

We faced a danger then, but we also saw a new opportunity because it woke up key minds in Washington, DC, Tokyo and Beijing on the importance of preserving the status quo. A new consensus emerged in the region: “Let sleeping dogs lie.” This is why we have not had any major geopolitical crisis in East Asia since March 1996, despite phenomenal historical change in our region.18

Whether framed in a pessimistic or optimistic light, the foregoing views are agreed on an apparently irrefutable “fact”: the pervasive influence and persistent involvement of the great powers in the affairs of East Asia. To be sure, two of the powers that I have in mind here are themselves Asian nations, namely, China and Japan. The third in question, America, has, for the better part of the last century, been engaged in this part of the world, including active participation in two hot wars of the Cold War period, i.e., in Korea and in Vietnam.19 Indeed, in the view of some, US engagement in East Asia almost seems inevitable. According to Joseph Nye, “History, geography, demographics and economics make the United States a Pacific power.”20
Impact – Forward Deployment Bad – GPW
Entanglement significantly increases the risk of great power war.

Gholz, Press, and Sapolsky 1997 [Eugene and Darryl G., PhD candidates – Dept. Poli. Sci. @ MIT, Harvey M., Prof. Public Policy and Organization @ MIT, “Come Home, America, The Strategy of Restraint in the Face of Temptation,” International Security, Vol. 21, No. 4 (Spring, 1997), pp. 5-48 | VP]
Several prominent analysts favor a policy of selective engagement. These analysts fear that American military retrenchment would increase the risk of great power war. A great power war today would be a calamity, even for those countries that manage to stay out of the fighting. The best way to prevent great power war, according to these analysts, is to remain engaged in Europe and East Asia. Twice in this century the United States has pulled out of Europe, and both times great power war followed. Then America chose to stay engaged, and the longest period of European great power peace ensued. In sum, selective engagers point to the costs of others’ great power wars and the relative ease of preventing them. 
The selective engagers’ strategy is wrong for two reasons. First, selective engagers overstate the effect of U.S. military presence as a positive force for great power peace. In today’s world, disengagement will not cause great power war and continued engagement will not reliably prevent it. In some circumstances, engagement may actually increase the likelihood of conflict. Second, selective engagers overstate the costs of distant wars and seriously understate the costs and risks of their strategies. Overseas deployments require a large force structure. Even worse, selective engagement will ensure that when a future great power war erupts, the United States will be in the thick of things. Although distant great power wars are bad for America, the only sure path to ruin is to step in the middle of a faraway fight. 
Selective engagers overstate America’s effect on the likelihood of future great power wars. There is little reason to believe that withdrawal from Europe or Asia would lead to deterrence failures. With or without a forward U.S. presence, America’s major allies have sufficient military strength to deter any potential aggressors. Conflict is far more likely to erupt from a sequence described in the spiral model. 
Impact – Forward Deployment Bad – GPW

Entanglement guarantees escalation of regional conflict.

Gholz, Press, and Sapolsky 1997 [Eugene and Darryl G., PhD candidates – Dept. Poli. Sci. @ MIT, Harvey M., Prof. Public Policy and Organization @ MIT, “Come Home, America, The Strategy of Restraint in the Face of Temptation,” International Security, Vol. 21, No. 4 (Spring, 1997), pp. 5-48 | VP]
The larger long-term cost of selective engagement is the risk of involvement in faraway great power wars. Great power conflicts will continue to be a rare occurrence, but when they happen, the United States is much better off staying as far away from the combatants as possible. World War II resulted in the deaths of 400,000 Americans, many times that number wounded, and nearly 40 percent of GDP devoted to defense (compared to 4 percent today). A new great power conflict, with the possibility of nuclear use, might exact even higher costs from the participants. World War II was fought to prevent the consolidation of Europe and Asia by hostile, fanatical adversaries, but a new great power war would not raise that specter. The biggest cost of selective engagement is the risk of being drawn into someone else’s faraway great power war.

The global economy may be disrupted by war, depending on who is involved, but even in the worst case, the costs would be manageable. Trade accounts for roughly 20 percent of the American economy, and sudden, forced autarky would be devastating for American prosperity. But no great power war could come close to forcing American autarky: essentially all goods have substitute sources of supply at varying marginal increases in cost. Furthermore, wars never isolate the fighting countries completely from external trade. Some dislocation is a real possibility, but these short-term costs would not justify the risks of fighting a great power war. 
The risk of nuclear escalation is a reason to worry about great power war, but it is a highly suspect reason to favor a military policy that puts U.S. forces between feuding powers. Nuclear weapons may not be used in a future great power war; the fear of retaliation should breed great caution on the part of the belligerents. But the larger point is that the possibility of a faraway nuclear exchange is precisely the reason that America should keep its military forces out of other country’s disputes. An Indo-Pakistani nuclear war would be a terrible thing, but it makes no sense to get in the middle. Distant wars would be costly, but not nearly as costly as the solution that selective engagers propose.
Impact – Forward Deployment Bad – Challengers [1/2]
Pape 2009 [Robert A., Prof. Poli. Sci. @ UChicago, "Empire Falls," in National Interest, January 22, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20484 | VP]
A COHERENT grand strategy seeks to balance a state’s economic resources and its foreign-policy commitments and to sustain that balance over time. For America, a coherent grand strategy also calls for rectifying the current imbalance between our means and our ends, adopting policies that enhance the former and modify the latter.

Clearly, the United States is not the first great power to suffer long-term decline—we should learn from history. Great powers in decline seem to almost instinctively spend more on military forces in order to shore up their disintegrating strategic positions, and some like Germany go even further, shoring up their security by adopting preventive military strategies, beyond defensive alliances, to actively stop a rising competitor from becoming dominant.

For declining great powers, the allure of preventive war—or lesser measures to “merely” firmly contain a rising power—has a more compelling logic than many might assume. Since Thucydides, scholars of international politics have famously argued that a declining hegemon and rising challenger must necessarily face such intense security competition that hegemonic war to retain dominance over the international system is almost a foregone conclusion. Robert Gilpin, one of the deans of realism who taught for decades at Princeton, believed that “the first and most attractive response to a society’s decline is to eliminate the source of the problem . . . [by] what we shall call a hegemonic war.”

Yet, waging war just to keep another state down has turned out to be one of the great losing strategies in history. The Napoleonic Wars, the Austro-Prussian War, the Franco-Prussian War, German aggression in World War I, and German and Japanese aggression in World War II were all driven by declining powers seeking to use war to improve their future security. All lost control of events they thought they could control. All suffered ugly defeats. All were worse-off than had they not attacked.

As China rises, America must avoid this great-power trap. It would be easy to think that greater American military efforts could offset the consequences of China’s increasing power and possibly even lead to the formation of a multilateral strategy to contain China in the future. Indeed, when China’s economic star began to rise in the 1990s, numerous voices called for precisely this, noting that on current trajectories China would overtake the United States as the world’s leading economic power by 2050.8 Now, as that date draws nearer—indeed, current-dollar calculations put the crossover point closer to 2040—and with Beijing evermore dependent on imported oil for continued economic growth, one might think the case for actively containing China is all the stronger.

Absent provocative military adventures by Beijing, however, U.S. military efforts to contain the rising power are most likely doomed to failure. China’s growth turns mainly on domestic issues—such as shifting the workforce from rural to urban areas—that are beyond the ability of outside powers to significantly influence. Although China’s growth also depends on external sources of oil, there is no way to exploit this vulnerability short of obviously hostile alliances (with India, Indonesia, Taiwan and Japan) and clearly aggressive military measures (controlling the sea-lanes from the Persian Gulf to Asia) that together could deny oil to China. Any efforts along these lines would likely backfire—and only exacerbate America’s problems, increasing the risk of counterbalancing.

Even more insidious is the risk of overstretch. This self-reinforcing spiral escalates current spending to maintain increasingly costly military commitments, crowding out productive investment for future growth.

Today, the cold-war framework of significant troop deployments to Europe, Asia and the Persian Gulf is coming unglued. We cannot afford to keep our previous promises. With American forces bogged down in Iraq and Afghanistan and mounting troubles in Iran and Pakistan, the United States has all but gutted its military commitments to Europe, reducing our troop levels far below the one hundred thousand of the 1990s. Nearly half have been shifted to Iraq and elsewhere. Little wonder that Russia found an opportunity to demonstrate the hollowness of the Bush administration’s plan for expanding NATO to Russia’s borders by scoring a quick and decisive military victory over Georgia that America was helpless to prevent. If a large-scale conventional war between China and Taiwan broke out in the near future, one must wonder whether America would significantly shift air and naval power away from its ongoing wars in the Middle East in order to live up to its global commitments. If the United States could not readily manage wars in Iraq and Afghanistan at the same time, could it really wage a protracted struggle in Asia as well? And as the gap between America’s productive resources and global commitments grows, why will others pass up opportunities to take advantage of America’s overstretched grand strategy?

Since the end of the cold war, American leaders have consistently claimed the ability to maintain a significant forward-leaning military presence in the three major regions of the globe and, if necessary, to wage two major regional wars at the same time. The harsh reality is that the United States no longer has the economic capacity for such an ambitious grand strategy. With 30 percent of the world’s product, the United States could imagine maintaining this hope. Nearing 20 
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percent, it cannot.

Yet, just withdrawing American troops from Iraq is not enough to put America’s grand strategy into balance. Even assuming a fairly quick and problem-free drawdown, the risks of instability in Iraq, Afghanistan and elsewhere in the region are likely to remain for many years to come. Further, even under the most optimistic scenarios, America is likely to remain dependent on imported oil for decades. Together, these factors point toward the Persian Gulf remaining the most important region in American grand strategy.

So, as Europe and Asia continue to be low-order priorities, Washington must think creatively and look for opportunities to make strategic trades. America needs to share the burden of regional security with its allies and continue to draw down our troop levels in Europe and Asia, even considering the attendant risks. The days when the United States could effectively solve the security problems of its allies in these regions almost on its own are coming to an end. True, spreading defense burdens more equally will not be easy and will be fraught with its own costs and risks. However, this is simply part of the price of America’s declining relative power.

The key principle is for America to gain international support among regional powers like Russia and China for its vital national-security objectives by adjusting less important U.S. policies. For instance, Russia may well do more to discourage Iran’s nuclear program in return for less U.S. pressure to expand NATO to its borders.

And of course America needs to develop a plan to reinvigorate the competitiveness of its economy. Recently, Harvard’s Michael Porter issued an economic blueprint to renew America’s environment for innovation. The heart of his plan is to remove the obstacles to increasing investment in science and technology. A combination of targeted tax, fiscal and education policies to stimulate more productive investment over the long haul is a sensible domestic component to America’s new grand strategy. But it would be misguided to assume that the United States could easily regain its previously dominant economic position, since the world will likely remain globally competitive.

To justify postponing this restructuring of its grand strategy, America would need a firm expectation of high rates of economic growth over the next several years. There is no sign of such a burst on the horizon. Misguided efforts to extract more security from a declining economic base only divert potential resources from investment in the economy, trapping the state in an ever-worsening strategic dilemma. This approach has done little for great powers in the past, and America will likely be no exception when it comes to the inevitable costs of desperate policy making.

The United States is not just declining. Unipolarity is becoming obsolete, other states are rising to counter American power and the United States is losing much of its strategic freedom. Washington must adopt more realistic foreign commitments.

Impact – Forward Deployment Bad – ME – Terrorism

Layne 2009 [Christopher, Assoc. Prof. George HW Bush School of Gov't and Public Service @ Texas A&M U, research fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty @ the Independent Institute, “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived,” in Review of International Studies (2009), 35, 5–25 | VP]

The US presence on the ground in the Middle East also incites terrorists to attack American interests. In his study of suicide terrorist groups, Pape has found that ‘what nearly all suicide terrorist attacks have in common is a specific secular and strategic goal: to compel modern democracies to withdraw military forces from territory that the terrorists consider to be their homeland’.46 Al-Qaeda fits this pattern, and one of its principal objectives ‘is the expulsion of American troops from the Persian Gulf and the reduction of Washington’s power in the region’.47 Here, the Bush administration’s inflexible determination to maintain a long-term American military presence in Iraq is exactly the wrong policy to reduce terrorism.

The Bush administration, of course, claimed that the US is fighting terrorism in Iraq. To make this point, it has grossly exaggerated the links between the insurgent group Al-Qaeda in Iraq (AQI) and Osama Bin Laden’s Al-Qaeda organisation and, hence – in a blatant prevarication – tied AQI and the war in Iraq to 9/11.48 Bush repeatedly asserted that, in Iraq the US is fighting the same terrorists who attacked the US on 9/11. Of course, this claim overlooked the fact that AQI came into existence only after the March 2003 US invasion of Iraq, and that its links with Bin Laden’s Al-Qaeda are, at best, tenuous. The Bush administration’s deliberate fabrications were designed to win Congressional and public support for a prolonged ‘surge’.49 When it first announced the surge, the administration said it would last through 2007. Instead it lasted well into 2008, and it is likely that there will be more US forces in Iraq in January 2009 than there were prior to the surge. And, even when the surge itself has ended, any draw-down of US forces will take place gradually.50 General David Petraeus, who served as senior American commander in Iraq during the surge and now heads CENTCOM (the US military command with overall responsibility for the Middle East) has repeatedly emphasised that the US commitment to Iraq is long-term in nature, and American military planners are preparing for a long-lasting ‘post-occupation’ US presence there.51

In fact, it is clear that the Bush administration never intended to withdraw from Iraq militarily and aimed for the US to retain permanent US military bases there. President Bush all but confirmed this in May 2007 when he said that he wanted the US to play the same kind of role in Iraq that it has in South Korea since the end of the Korean War.52 What will happen under the new US administration is unclear. During 2008, the government of Iraqi Nouri al-Maliki indicated that Baghdad wanted to set a timeline for US troop withdrawals. The Iraqi government refused to accede to the Bush administration’s desire to negotiate a long-term security agreement that would allow the US to maintain permanent bases in Iraq. Although the Bush administration had strongly opposed any suggestions that there should be a fixed timetable for US withdrawal from Iraq in July 2008, Bush’s position seemed to soften and the administration said the US would support a ‘time horizon’ for US troop withdrawals from Iraq as an ‘aspirational goal’.53 What the new US administration will do about the US presence in Iraq is an open question, but based on the positions taken by Senator Barak Obama (D. Ill.) and Senator John McCain (R. Ariz.) during the 2008 US presidential campaign, it seems certain that there will be a significant American military presence in Iraq for some time to come.

Instead of reducing American vulnerability to terrorism, the presence of US troops in Iraq and the Middle East increases it by reinforcing the widespread perception in the Islamic world that the US is pursuing a neo-colonial policy in the Middle East in furtherance of its own imperial ambitions. The huge US politico-military footprint in the Middle East region – including Iraq – is, along with America’s policy on the Israel/Palestinian issue, the primary driver of Middle Eastern terrorism. The administration’s overall policy in the Middle East has inflamed anti-American sentiment, and turned the entire region into a source of recruits for various radical terrorist groups. Instead of solving this problem, staying in Iraq will exacerbate it.
Impact – Forward Deployment Bad – ME – AT: Oil

Risks of oil shocks are overstated – multiple structural factors check drops in capacity and forward deployed troops aren’t necessary to secure resources anyway.

Layne 2009 [Christopher, Assoc. Prof. George HW Bush School of Gov't and Public Service @ Texas A&M U, research fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty @ the Independent Institute, “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived,” in Review of International Studies (2009), 35, 5–25 | VP]

Preventing an oil hegemon

Advocates of both primacy, and of offshore balancing, agree that – under present conditions – the US has important interests in the Gulf that must be supported by American military power. However, they disagree on two key questions. First, how deeply does the US need be involved militarily and politically in the Gulf? Second, what is the likelihood of an oil stoppage severe enough to damage the US, and global, economies seriously?

There are two main threats to US oil interests. First, there is the danger of a single power in the Gulf region consolidating its control over the majority of the world’s oil reserves. The fear that Iraq would control both Kuwaiti and Saudi Arabian oil reserves, as well as its own, was the nightmare scenario invoked by US policymakers as one of the rationales for the 1991 Persian Gulf War. An ‘oil hegemon’ in the Gulf would be in a position to raise oil prices, and use oil as an instrument of political coercion. Yet, while the US does have an interest in preventing the emergence of a Persian Gulf oil hegemon, the risk of such a development is low, because the three largest states in the Gulf – Saudi Arabia, Iraq, and Iran – lack the military capabilities to conquer each other. This was true even before the 1990–91 Gulf War, or the March 2003 Iraq War. Thus, when Iraq went to war with Iran in September 1980, the conflict ended in a prolonged, bloody stalemate. Similarly, from the end of the Gulf War in 1991 until the US invasion in March 2003, Iraq posed no military threat to Saudi Arabia (or Iran).

On the other side of the coin, because of its overwhelming military capabilities compared to the big three Gulf powers, the US easily could deter any of them from launching a war of conquest. In 1990, for example, the US was able to dissuade Saddam Hussein from using Kuwait as a platform for conquering Saudi Arabia by inserting airpower, and a limited number of ground forces (as a tripwire) into Saudi Arabia, and by imposing an economic embargo on Iraq.16 This policy of containment, and deterrence worked in 1990 – and still was working in March 2003.17 To make sure no Gulf oil hegemon emerges in the future, Washington should make it clear that it would respond militarily to prevent a single power from gaining control over a majority of the region’s oil capacity. However, a deterrence strategy does not require an on-the-ground American military presence in the region, because the US today (in contrast to 1990), can back-up its deterrent threat with long-range airpower, and sea-based cruise missiles.18

Domestic instability in a major oil producing state is another threat to US interests in the Gulf. In the form of civil unrest, instability could temporarily reduce the flow of oil from an affected country, and drive up prices. However, because the oil industry is globally integrated, other oil producers would increase their own production to make-up for the lost capacity. Thus, any spike in oil prices would be temporary, and lost supplies would be replenished by other producers. In fact, past experience shows that this is precisely what happens when internal instability in an oil producing state causes a temporary disruption in oil supplies.19 Instability in any of the Gulf oil producers, of course, could bring a hostile regime to power. Here, there are two things to keep in mind. First, it is unlikely that US military intervention could forestall such an event. Indeed, it could make things even worse. Second, the economic consequences of such an event are exaggerated.

In an integrated, global oil market it is immaterial whether a hostile regime would sell oil directly to the US. Because oil is fungible, all that matters is that such a regime makes its oil available to the market. The chances of an hostile regime selfembargoing its oil are very low. The reason is simple: all the major oil producers in the Gulf are economically dependent on their oil revenues. Even if a hostile regime in the Gulf wanted to embargo oil shipments to the US or the West, it could not long do so without shooting itself in the foot economically. Moreover, if a hostile regime chose to behave in an economically irrational fashion by sacrificing income to achieve political or economic objectives, markets would adjust. Higher oil prices caused by an embargo would lead oil consuming states like the US both to switch to alternative energy sources, use energy more efficiently, and also provide an incentive for other oil producing states to increase the supply of oil in the market. Simply put, in relatively short order the supply/demand equilibrium would return to the marketplace, and oil prices would return to their natural marketplace level.

There is a wild card, however: Saudi Arabia, which is the world’s largest oil producer, and also has the largest proven oil reserves. If, in the future, a hostile Saudi regime imposed an embargo, or cut back drastically on production, it would be difficult for the market to adjust because other oil producers do not have the capacity to replace lost Saudi Arabian oil. A major long-term interruption of oil exports from Saudi Arabia would cause real economic damage to the US and the other industrialised nations (although, over time, it would cause the US and the other industrialised nations to develop alternate energy sources that now are untapped because they cost more than oil). Given the political unrest percolating just below the surface in Saudi Arabia, it is a good bet that in coming years, the Saud Monarchy will lose its grip on power. However, America’s forward military presence in the Gulf does not offer a real solution to the possibility of a hostile regime coming to power in Saudi Arabia. Indeed, the US military presence in the region serves to make things worse rather than better in this regard, because it is a lightening-rod for Islamic fundamentalists like Osama bin-Laden and Al-Qaeda. The American invasion of Iraq, and subsequent occupation, have exacerbated the problem.
Access to oil is an important US interest, and in some respects American military power plays an important role in keeping the oil flowing from the Gulf. But there is no need for an on-the-ground American military presence in the Gulf and Middle East. Over-the-horizon deterrence can prevent the emergence of Gulf oil hegemon without triggering the kind of anti-American backlash that can occur when US forces visibly are present in the region.20 Similarly, although its closure is a low-probability event, the US has an important interest in making sure the Strait of Hormuz remains open. But this is a task that can be accomplished by American naval power. Finally, domestic instability in the Gulf oil producing states is a risk – especially in Saudi Arabia. However, as Secretary of State Condoleeza Rice recently acknowledged, the Gulf – and Middle East – are going to be unstable regardless of what the US does.21 Certainly, US military power, and America’s heavy-handed political influence, are not an antidote to domestic instability in the region. On the contrary, they contribute to it. This suggests that the wisest policies for the US are to reduce its footprint in the Gulf and Middle East, and formulate a viable long-term energy strategy that minimises its vulnerability to the vicissitudes of that endemically turbulent region.22
Impact – AT: Kagan

He’s a hack and doesn’t understand history or grand strategy development.
McDougall 2010 [Walter A., Alloy-Ansin Prof. Int'l Relations @ UPenn, senior fellow at FPRI, "Can the United States Do Grand Strategy?" in Orbis, Vol 54, Iss 2, pp. 165-184, ScienceDirect | VP]
Robert Kagan, the neoconservative heavyweight, does not agree. Indeed, he is devoting years to a two-volume history of U.S. foreign relations seemingly to debunk interpretations such as my own -- albeit without so much as a footnote to the scholarship he dismisses. Dangerous Nation, Kagan’s first volume, covers the century down to 1898 during which neutrality, unilateralism, and reticence seemed to characterize U.S. foreign policy. On the contrary, Kagan labors to argue, the American people have believed ever since their nation’s inception in their mission to liberate the whole human race, not just by example but exertion abroad. In short, George Washington was a neo-con.[19] The sometimes explicit, but always implicit message of Kagan’s books and columns is that the true and abiding U.S. grand strategy is to export democracy, free markets, and human rights in what amounts to universal regime-change. Now, there are prophecies of the Kingdom of Heaven on earth where swords are beat into plowshares and lions lie down with lambs. For a few years after the Cold War there were also Hegelian prophecies of an end to history thanks to the ideas that conquered the world.[20] But grand strategy is not usually thought of as a faith-based initiative. Or does Kagan really believe the U.S. government knows how to pacify and develop Fallujah or Kandahar? If so, he ought to inspect how little billions of dollars in urban renewal have achieved over forty years in the United States’ own inner cities. What is more, even if such Global Meliorism, with or without guns, were a viable option for terrorist sanctuaries under U.S. occupation, what strategic relevance can nation-building theory possibly have for such sources of geopolitical angst as Iran, China, and Russia?

Smart Power Good – Selective Engagement

Hultgren 2009 [Jennifer, US Army War College - MA Strategic Studies - Dept of the Army Civilian, "U.S. Hegemony in a Globalized World," March 25, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA497531]
The fault lines threatening to undermine U.S. hegemony and the liberal system advanced through globalization are causing the distinction between strategy and grand strategy to collapse. For decades, the military shouldered the overwhelming burden of framing and enforcing U.S. policies. Military power alone cannot secure the United States or advance U.S interests—to be sure, it never could. While not new, the present debate expressing concern and regret over the militarization of American foreign policy and the need to devote greater resources toward diplomacy, economic, and information elements is necessary and will hopefully lead to a more comprehensive approach to foreign policy strategy and implementation. Different approaches are required to address the challenges of the different regions and potential areas of conflict. Grand strategy must strike the right balance between the use of soft power and hard power. In “The Making of Strategy: Rulers, States, and War”, Murray and Grimsley contend that “Strategy is a process, a constant adaptation to shifting conditions and circumstances in a world where chance, uncertainty, and ambiguity dominate.”30 Contextual analysis is indispensable to the development of strategies to ensure the most effective instruments are applied in furtherance of U.S goals. The limited, careful application of military power, the establishment of responsible international institutions, and advancement of representative governance and human rights must work in concert to achieve national strategic objectives. In other words, an investment in all elements of national power— diplomatic, economic, information, and military—will be required in the world in which many poles are competing for dominance in the international system. In recent Congressional testimony, Secretary Clinton called for the pursuit of “smart power”, which involves the application of the right tool, or combination of national security tools, to combat threats and capitalize on opportunities “in a profoundly interdependent world in which old rules and boundaries no longer hold fast.”31 Secretary Gates stated that civilian agencies responsible for diplomacy and development have been chronically under-resourced to the detriment of our national security.32 Competitor states are attempting to redefine the prevailing norms and values of the international system. Partners and allies reassess regularly their political relationships and economic policies to determine if they advance their national security. For these reasons, the attractiveness of U.S. political and economic ideas matter as much as the decisive impact of military missiles.
Smart Power Good – Legitimacy

Hultgren 2009 [Jennifer, US Army War College - MA Strategic Studies - Dept of the Army Civilian, "U.S. Hegemony in a Globalized World," March 25, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA497531]
Since the creation of the American republic, the philosophical underpinnings of liberalism, its revolutionary potential, and its undeniable appeal have long been perceived as a threat to extant, non-liberal polities. Europeans feared liberal republicanism of the United States as it would undermine the political and moral legitimacy of the conservative monarchies in the 19th century; the United States has been perceived as the “dangerous nation” and is, in fact, a revolutionary power.33 Anti- Americanism is once again on the rise as many claim that globalization is simply a contemporary form of imperialism, threatening authoritarian regimes and internal power arrangements on every continent. Globalization highlights, positively and negatively, variable rates of growth and cultural tolerance. The great power politics of the bipolar era that were tolerated before, albeit reluctantly in many cases, will not be sufficient to overcome the challenges and potential conflicts globalization presents under U.S. hegemony. The immutable fact is that, in a world of limited resources, development and progress will proceed a different rates, even in areas where the differences are minimal and societal values are more or less compatible. Given the convulsions of the three waves of disintegration previously mentioned, it seems likely the international system will continue to experience turmoil and be characterized by uncertainty and volatility as long as globalization remains on the advance. A retreat of globalization which causes a movement away from liberal political and economic norms and values would be turbulent as well. The evolutionary direction of the international system is profoundly relevant as it can either reinforce U.S. hegemony or significantly undermine it. The United States cannot afford, economically or politically, foreign policies in which military force is the preponderant instrument employed to preserve an international system conducive to its interests and shape behaviors. The United States must develop and implement “smart” strategies that marshal the synergistic efforts of all elements of national power by managing threats to the stability of the international system, while simultaneously reinforcing its normative and institutional foundations. 

Collective Security Good – Laundry List

Environmental declines, disease spread, and proliferation are inevitable – transnational security threats demand collective responses.
Ikenberry 2010 [G. John, Prof. Politics and Int'l Affairs @ Princeton U, "The Liberal International Order and its Discontents," in Millennium - Journal of International Studies, Vol 38, No 3, pp 509-521, SAGE | VP]
The sources of insecurity in world politics have also evolved since the early decades that shaped American liberal hegemony. As noted earlier, the threat to peace is no longer primarily from great powers engaged in security competition. The result has been a shift in the ways in which violence is manifest. In the past, only powerful states were able to gain access to the destructive capabilities that could threaten other societies. Today, it is possible to see technology and the globalisation of the world system as creating opportunities for non-state actors – or transnational gangs – to acquire weapons of mass destruction. As a result, it is now the weakness of states and their inability to enforce law and order within their own societies that provide the most worrisome dangers to the international system.

In contrast to earlier eras, there is no single enemy – or source of violence and insecurity – that frames and reinforces the American-led liberal order. The United States and other states face a diffuse array of threats and challenges. Global warming, health pandemics, nuclear proliferation, jihadist terrorism, energy scarcity – these and other dangers loom on the horizon. Any of these threats could endanger Western lives and liberal ways of life either directly or indirectly by destabilising the global system upon which security and prosperity depend. Pandemics and global warming are not threats wielded by human hands, but their consequences could be equally devastating. Highly infectious disease has the potential to kill millions of people. Global warming threatens to trigger waves of environmental migration and food shortages, further destabilising weak and poor states around the world. The world is also on the cusp of a new round of nuclear proliferation, putting mankind’s deadliest weapons in the hands of unstable and hostile states. Terrorist networks offer a new spectre of non-state transnational violence. The point is that none of these threats are, in themselves, so singularly pre-eminent that they deserve to be the centrepiece of American national security as were anti-fascism and anti-communism in an earlier era.

The master trend behind these diffuse threats is the rise and intensification of ‘security interdependence’. This notion is really a measure of how much a state’s national security depends on the policies of other actors. If a country is security ‘independent’ it means that it is capable of achieving an acceptable level of security through its own actions. Others can threaten it, but the means for coping with these threats are within its own national hands. This means that the military intentions and capacities of other states are irrelevant to a state’s security. This is true either because the potential military threats are too remote and far removed to matter, or because if a foreign power is capable of launching war against the state, it has the capabilities to resist the aggression.11

Security interdependence is the opposite circumstance. The state’s security depends on the policy and choices of other actors. Security is established by convincing other actors not to attack. During the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union were in a situation of supreme security interdependence. Each had nuclear weapons that could destroy the other. It was the logic of deterrence that established the restraints on policy. Each state knew that to launch a nuclear strike on the other would be followed by massive and assured retaliation. States cannot protect themselves or achieve national security without the help of other states. There is no ‘solution’ to the security problem without active cooperation.

Today, more people in more places matter for the security of the states within the old liberal international order. With the growth of trans national and diffuse threats, we are witnessing an explosion in the complexity of security interdependence. What people do and how they live matter in ways that were irrelevant in earlier eras. How people burn energy, provide public health, treat minorities and enforce rules and treaties count more today than ever before. The result is a rising demand for security cooperation. The demand for universal, cooperative, institutionalised and rule-based order will grow – and not decline – in the decades ahead.

Selective Engagement Good – Power Projection [1/2]
Hegemony demands flexibility – selective engagement is necessary for effective power projection.

Art 2009 [Robert J., Christian A. Herter Prof. Int'l Relations @ Brandeis U, "The Strategy of Selective Engagement," in The Use of Force: Military Power and International Politics, edited by Robert J. Art and Kenneth M. Waltz, pp. 345-6 | VP] 
I believe not and think selective engagement preferable to isolationism on four grounds: First, today's isolationists do not embrace all six national interests prescribed above, whereas selective engagers embrace them all. For example, isolationists maintain relative indifference to nuclear spread, and some of them even believe that it may be beneficial because it reduces the probability of war. They assert that America's overseas economic interests no longer require the pro​jection of American military power, and see no great stake in keeping Persian Gulf reserves divided among several powers. To the extent that they believe a deep peace among the Eurasian great powers is important to the United States, they hold that offshore balancing (keeping all American troops in the United States) is as effective as onshore balancing (keeping American forces deployed forward in Eurasia at selected points) and safer. Indeed, most isolationists are pre​pared to use American military power to defend only two vital American inter​ests: repelling an attack on the American homeland and preventing a great‑power hegemon from dominating Eurasia. As a consequence, they can justifiably be called the most selective of selective engagers.

Second, isolationism forgoes the opportunity to exploit the full peacetime political utility of America's alliances and forward‑deployed forces to shape events to its advantage. Isolationism's general approach is to cope with events after they have turned adverse rather than to prevent matters from turning adverse in the first place. Thus, even though it does not eschew the use of force, isola​tionism remains at heart a watching and reactive strategy, not, like selective engagement, a precautionary and proactive one.
Third, isolationism makes more difficult the warlike use of America's military power, when that is required, because it forgoes peacetime forward deployment. This provides the United States with valuable bases, staging areas, intelligence​gathering facilities, in‑theater training facilities, and most important, close allies with whom it continuously trains and exercises. These are militarily significant advantages and constitute valuable assets if war needs to be waged. Should the United States have to go to war with an isolationist strategy in force, however, these assets would need to be put together under conditions ranging from less than auspicious to emergency‑like. Isolationism thus makes war waging more dif​ficult than it need be.

Fourth, isolationism is not as balanced and diversified a strategy as is selec​tive engagement and not as good a hedge against risk and uncertainty. Selective engagement achieves balance and diversity from its hybrid nature: it borrows the good features from its six competitors but endeavors to avoid their pitfalls and excesses. Like isolationism, selective engagement is wary of the risks of military entanglement overseas, but unlike isolationism, it believes that some entangle​ments either lower the chances of war or are necessary to protect important Amer​ican interests even at the risk of war. Unlike collective security, selective engage​ment does not assume that peace is indivisible, but like collective security, it believes in operating multilaterally in military operations wherever possible to spread the burdens and risks, and asserts that standing alliances make such oper​ations easier to organize and more successful when undertaken. Unlike global containment, selective engagement does not believe current conditions require a full‑court press against any great power, but like regional containment, it knows that balancing against an aspiring regional hegemon requires the sustained coop​eration of the other powers in the area and that such cooperation is not sustain​able without a visible American military presence. Unlike dominion, selective engagement does not seek to dominate others, but like dominion, it understands the power and influence that America's military primacy brings. Finally, like cooperative security, selective engagement seeks transparency in military rela​tions, reductions in armaments, and the control of NBC spread, but unlike coop​erative security, it does not put full faith in the reliability of collective security or defensive defense should these laudable aims fail.

Compared to selective engagement, isolationism is less balanced because it is less diversified. It allows standing military 
Selective Engagement Good – Power Projection [2/2]
coalitions to crumble, forsakes for​ward deployment, and generally eschews attempts to control the armaments of the other great and not‑so‑great powers. Isolationism's outstanding virtue is that it achieves complete freedom for the United States to act or not to act whenever it sees fit, but the freedom comes at a cost: the loss of a diversified approach. Most isolationists, of course, are prepared to trade balance and diversity for complete freedom of action, because they see little worth fighting for (save for the two interests enumerated above), because they judge that prior military commitments are not necessary to protect them, and because they calculate that alliances will only put the United States in harm's way.

In sum, selective engagement is a hedging strategy; isolationism is not. To hedge is to make counterbalancing investments in order to avoid or lessen loss. Selective engagement makes hedging bets (primarily through alliances and over​seas basing), because it does not believe that the international environment, absent America's precommitted stance and forward presence, will remain benign to Amer​ica's interests, as apparently does isolationism. An isolationist America in the sense defined above would help produce a more dangerous and less prosperous world; an internationalist America, a more peaceful and prosperous one, As a consequence, engagement rejects the free hand for the selectively committed hand. Thus, for these four reasons the goals it posits, its proactive stance, its warfighting advan¬tages, and its hedging approach selective engagement beats isolationism.
Selective Engagement Good – China

Seng 2002 [Tan See, Asst. Prof. Int'l Studies @ Institute of Defence and Strategic Studies - Nanyang Technological University, "Great power politics in contemporary East Asia : negotiating multipolarity or hegemony?" RSIS Working Papers; 27/02, DR-NTU | VP]
Given the US’s overwhelming military superiority and China’s rapidly modernizing, but still modest, capability, few if any analysts doubt the outcome of a hot war between the two powers. My plea is that the great powers in East Asia would refuse the temptation to take the unilateral route. The ASEAN states do not want to be put in a position whereby they are forced to choose between the US and China in a conflict. MD will certainly complicate, and quite possibly destabilize, the East Asian region. The great powers need to be sensitive to the region’s needs and to be committed to processes of multilateral consultation; they ought to resort to quiet diplomacy, rather than grandstanding and finger pointing, to manage and resolve disputes. Better, in Churchill’s terms, to “jaw, jaw” than “war, war.” In other words, careful reasoning and strategic restraint in the making and practice of great power foreign policy and collective responsibility to the stability and well being of the region are both called for. In short, one pleads against arrogance but welcome prudence in the great powers: that they stay the course of reason, restraint and responsibility not only where the MD question is concerned, but, indeed, where all regional security questions are concerned. Indeed, by collectively refusing the all-too-easy recourse to ethnocentric policy thinking and doing, and, instead, to aim for a “fusion of each other's security horizons,”49 so to speak, the great powers, in conjunction with the rest of East Asia, can write the region’s future together in cooperation than apart in conflict.
Non-Interventionism Good – Flexibility
Art 2009 [Robert J., Christian A. Herter Prof. Int'l Relations @ Brandeis U, "The Strategy of Selective Engagement," in The Use of Force: Military Power and International Politics, edited by Robert J. Art and Kenneth M. Waltz, pp. 345-6 | VP] 
Thus, by a process of elimination, the only serious competitor to selective engagement is isolationism. A grand strategy of isolationism does not call for economic autarky, political noninvolvement with the rest of the world, or abstention from the use of force to protect American interests. Indeed, isolationism is compatible with extensive economic interaction with other nations, vigorous political interactions, and the occasional use of force, often in conjunction with other states, to defend American interests. Rather, the defining characteristics of strategic isolationism are: (1) insistence that the United States make no binding commitments in peacetime to use American military power to aid another state or states, and (2) the most minimal use of force and military involvement abroad. Understood in this case, isolationism is a unilateralist strategy that retains complete freedom for the United States to determine when, where, how, for what purpose, against whom, and with whom it will use its military power, combined with a determination to do as little militarily as possible abroad. Isolationism, in short, is the policy of the “free hand” and the lightest military touch.
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